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Abstract	  	  Mission	  Officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education:	  Responsibilities	  and	  competencies	  by	  Joseph	  John	  Lehman	  Dr.	  Karen	  Arnold,	  Dissertation	  Chair	  	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  research	  was	  to	  identify	  the	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  and	  develop	  an	  accompanying	  set	  of	  core	  competencies	  for	  professional	  development	  purposes.	  Mission	  officers	  first	  appeared	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  1980s,	  in	  response	  to	  declining	  numbers	  of	  priests	  and	  religious	  on	  campuses,	  increased	  secularization	  of	  the	  academe,	  and	  reduced	  course	  requirements	  in	  the	  liberal	  arts,	  particularly	  philosophy	  and	  theology.	  These	  changes	  as	  well	  as	  others	  within	  higher	  education,	  American	  society,	  and	  the	  Catholic	  Church	  raised	  concerns	  about	  the	  distinctive	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Although	  80%	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  have	  appointed	  a	  mission	  officer	  to	  galvanize	  campus-­‐wide	  efforts	  to	  strengthen	  the	  religious	  character	  of	  these	  institutions	  (Gilroy,	  Sloma-­‐Williams,	  &	  Galligan-­‐Stierle,	  2014),	  as	  of	  yet	  there	  are	  no	  established	  educational	  qualifications,	  professional	  norms,	  or	  set	  of	  competencies	  to	  guide	  the	  professional	  practice	  and	  development	  of	  current	  and	  future	  mission	  officers.	  Thirty-­‐seven	  experienced	  mission	  officers	  participated	  in	  four	  rounds	  of	  data	  collection	  using	  a	  modified	  Delphi	  research	  method.	  Seventy-­‐four	  percent	  of	  the	  27	  duties	  and	  over	  eighty	  percent	  of	  the	  32	  competencies	  identified,	  refined,	  and	  prioritized	  in	  this	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study	  reached	  consensus	  as	  critically	  important	  or	  very	  important	  by	  more	  than	  three-­‐quarters	  of	  the	  study	  participants.	  The	  study	  findings	  indicate	  that	  mission	  officers	  interact	  on	  a	  regular	  basis	  with	  many	  groups	  and	  individuals	  at	  both	  senior	  and	  lower	  levels	  within	  the	  institution.	  Many	  mission	  officer	  duties	  involve	  efforts	  to	  galvanize	  the	  campus	  community,	  particularly	  faculty	  and	  student	  affairs	  professionals,	  in	  order	  to	  integrate	  the	  mission	  across	  the	  institution.	  Effective	  mission	  leadership	  requires	  both	  a	  top-­‐down	  and	  bottom-­‐up	  approach	  to	  mission	  integration	  along	  with	  leadership	  skills,	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  collaboration	  and	  communication	  skills,	  and	  a	  demonstrated	  commitment	  to	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  of	  the	  university.	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 1	  
CHAPTER	  1	  –	  OVERVIEW	  OF	  THE	  STUDY	  
Introduction	  During	  the	  1960s,	  American	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  experienced	  an	  academic	  revolution	  that,	  unknowingly	  at	  the	  time,	  began	  to	  undermine	  the	  Catholic	  character	  and	  ethos	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  throughout	  the	  United	  States.	  According	  to	  Philip	  Gleason	  (1994),	  professor	  emeritus	  of	  history	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Notre	  Dame	  and	  noted	  scholar	  of	  American	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  much	  of	  this	  revolution	  was	  fueled	  by	  three	  concurrent	  trends:	  the	  progressive	  secularization	  and	  liberalization	  of	  American	  society	  in	  which	  Catholics	  were	  increasingly	  being	  assimilated;	  the	  expansion	  and	  professionalization	  of	  American	  higher	  education	  that	  Catholic	  colleges	  were	  striving	  to	  accommodate	  and	  incorporate;	  and	  the	  Roman	  Catholic	  Church’s	  reconceptualization	  of	  its	  role	  and	  mission	  in	  the	  modern	  world.	  	  Largely	  due	  to	  these	  influential	  forces,	  many	  traditional	  characteristics	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  began	  to	  change.	  For	  example,	  curricular	  requirements	  in	  religion	  and	  philosophy	  –	  once	  considered	  the	  sine	  qua	  non	  of	  a	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  –	  were	  reduced.	  Student	  codes	  of	  conduct	  –	  long	  guided	  by	  Catholic	  moral	  principles	  –	  were	  often	  relaxed.	  The	  presence	  of	  clergy	  and	  religious	  on	  campus,	  priests	  and	  nuns	  who	  traditionally	  embodied	  the	  college’s	  Catholic	  character,	  began	  to	  decline	  due	  to	  a	  falloff	  in	  religious	  vocations	  following	  Vatican	  II.	  Furthermore,	  ownership	  and	  control	  of	  the	  institutions	  by	  the	  founding	  religious	  congregations	  gave	  way	  to	  sponsorship	  as	  most	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  became	  independently	  incorporated	  and	  governed	  by	  boards	  of	  trustees	  who	  were	  increasingly	  led	  by	  laypersons.	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The	  loss	  of	  these	  and	  other	  hallmarks	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  as	  well	  as	  an	  awareness	  of	  the	  secularizing	  trend	  they	  represented,	  gave	  rise	  to	  new	  terms	  in	  the	  lexicon	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  “Catholic	  identity”	  and	  “mission	  integration”	  became	  major	  talking	  points	  in	  the	  literature	  and	  personal	  conversations.	  University	  leaders,	  Catholic	  scholars	  and	  Church	  hierarchy	  expressed	  concern	  that	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  were	  going	  the	  way	  of	  many	  former	  church	  affiliated	  universities	  [e.g.	  Harvard,	  Princeton,	  Chicago,	  Vanderbilt]	  that	  became	  religiously	  and	  legally	  disengaged	  from	  their	  founding	  religious	  communities	  (Gleason,	  1995).	  It	  also	  caused	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  to	  begin	  reexamining	  and	  rearticulating	  their	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission	  as	  well	  as	  their	  relationship	  with	  the	  Catholic	  Church.	  	  At	  the	  heart	  of	  this	  reexamination	  arose	  a	  simple	  yet	  perplexing	  question:	  “What	  makes	  a	  university	  Catholic?”	  The	  question	  gave	  rise	  to	  an	  extended	  dialogue	  among	  Catholic	  educators	  and	  Church	  hierarchy	  which	  generated	  numerous	  documents	  culminating	  in	  the	  promulgation	  of	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  (John	  Paul	  II,	  1990).	  Yet	  in	  spite	  of	  these	  dialogues	  and	  documents,	  helpful	  as	  they	  were,	  Gleason	  (1995)	  contends	  that	  Catholic	  identity	  remained	  a	  conundrum	  due	  to	  “a	  lack	  of	  consensus	  as	  to	  the	  substantive	  content	  of	  the	  ensemble	  of	  religious	  beliefs,	  moral	  commitments,	  and	  academic	  assumptions	  that	  supposedly	  constitute	  Catholic	  identity,	  and	  a	  consequent	  inability	  to	  specify	  what	  that	  identity	  entails	  for	  the	  practical	  functioning	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities”	  (p.	  320).	  	  The	  emergence	  of	  “mission	  officers”	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  is	  in	  many	  ways	  a	  response	  to	  this	  conundrum	  as	  well	  as	  an	  affirmation	  of	  Gleason’s	  (1992)	  claim	  that	  Catholic	  identity	  “has	  to	  be	  addressed	  as	  a	  problem	  requiring	  self-­‐conscious	  and	  systematic	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attention”	  (p.	  249).	  Overseeing	  and	  coordinating	  in	  a	  systematic	  manner	  a	  campus-­‐wide	  effort	  to	  sustain	  and	  strengthen	  a	  college	  or	  university’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  is	  a	  mission	  officer’s	  overall	  responsibility	  and	  duty.	  According	  to	  a	  study	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (James,	  Lehman,	  &	  Mayorga,	  2010),	  several	  key	  responsibilities	  and	  duties	  associated	  with	  the	  position	  are:	  orientating	  new	  college	  personnel	  regarding	  the	  mission;	  overseeing	  mission-­‐related	  activities	  on	  campus,	  serving	  on	  a	  mission	  committee	  within	  the	  governing	  board;	  serving	  as	  a	  liaison	  between	  the	  university	  and	  external	  constituencies	  such	  as	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  and	  local	  diocese;	  and	  coordinating	  mission	  assessment	  efforts.	  	  Several	  studies	  reveal	  that	  the	  institutionalization	  of	  mission	  officers	  is	  on	  the	  rise.	  In	  a	  national	  study	  investigating,	  among	  other	  things,	  what	  small	  U.S.	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  (5,000	  students	  or	  less)	  are	  doing	  to	  intentionally	  increase	  or	  strengthen	  their	  distinctive	  Catholic	  identity,	  Rittof	  (2001)	  found	  that	  the	  establishment	  of	  mission	  offices	  and	  committees	  was	  the	  most	  prevalent	  strategy	  being	  employed.	  James	  et	  al.	  (2010)	  found	  further	  support	  for	  this	  finding,	  noting	  that	  139	  of	  the	  nearly	  220	  U.S.	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  had	  a	  mission	  officer	  in	  2010,	  a	  significant	  increase	  from	  fewer	  than	  10	  in	  1990.	  The	  study	  also	  found	  that	  the	  institutionalization	  of	  this	  new	  position	  within	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  is	  due	  to	  ongoing	  concerns	  about	  the	  need	  to	  be	  intentional	  about	  implementing	  institution-­‐wide	  activities,	  programs,	  and	  policies	  to	  sustain	  the	  religious	  character	  and	  mission	  of	  each	  Catholic	  college	  and	  university.	  The	  institutionalization	  of	  the	  mission	  office	  was	  supported	  by	  similar	  findings	  in	  two	  other	  studies	  involving	  mission	  officers	  from	  28	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities	  (Caruso,	  2001)	  and	  four	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  New	  York	  tri-­‐state	  area	  (Magnaye,	  2007).	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Statement	  of	  the	  Problem	  While	  these	  research	  findings	  underscore	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  emerging	  position,	  two	  more	  studies	  raise	  questions	  about	  the	  mission	  officer’s	  effectiveness.	  In	  a	  national	  study	  focused	  on	  the	  relationship	  between	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  and	  their	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregations,	  Holtschneider	  and	  Morey	  (2000)	  found	  that	  mission	  officers	  frequently	  “operate	  on	  the	  periphery	  of	  the	  college,	  resulting	  in	  compartmentalization	  rather	  than	  integration	  of	  mission	  concerns	  into	  daily	  senior-­‐level	  academic	  or	  administrative	  decision	  making”	  (p.	  20).	  In	  another	  national	  study	  examining	  culture	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  Morey	  and	  Piderit	  (2006)	  indicated	  mission	  officers	  are	  sometimes	  perceived	  as	  “outsiders,”	  particularly	  if	  they	  have	  little	  academic	  background	  or	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  community	  had	  a	  significant	  voice	  in	  their	  appointment	  (p.	  369).	  	  In	  addition	  to	  research	  studies,	  Currie	  (2004)	  adds	  that	  mission	  officers	  can	  be	  further	  marginalized	  if	  they	  do	  not	  receive	  sufficient	  support	  from	  the	  college	  president.	  To	  overcome	  this	  marginalization	  and	  become	  more	  effective,	  Appleyard	  and	  Gray	  (2000)	  assert	  that	  mission	  officers	  must	  have	  authority,	  a	  place	  at	  the	  decision-­‐making	  table,	  and	  resources	  sufficient	  to	  sponsor	  mission-­‐related	  programs	  and	  initiatives.	  Credibility,	  familiarity,	  continuity,	  and	  the	  respect	  of	  the	  campus	  community	  are	  essential	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	  advance	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  (Currie,	  2004).	  	  Relevant	  to	  this	  study,	  the	  emergence	  and	  marginalization	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  is	  not	  unique.	  Catholic	  hospitals	  and	  healthcare	  institutions	  began	  to	  appoint	  members	  of	  the	  institution’s	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  to	  assume	  a	  major	  role	  in	  helping	  these	  institutions	  sustain	  their	  Catholic	  mission	  and	  values	  in	  the	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early	  1980s,	  nearly	  a	  decade	  before	  the	  surge	  of	  mission	  officer	  appointments	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  began.	  And	  like	  their	  counterparts	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  many	  of	  the	  initial	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  reported	  feeling	  marginalized	  and	  struggling	  to	  move	  their	  institution’s	  religious	  mission	  into	  the	  mainstream	  of	  its	  operations	  (Grant,	  1999).	  	  Recognizing	  early	  that	  this	  nascent	  mission	  leader	  position	  was	  vital	  to	  the	  future	  of	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations,	  the	  Catholic	  Health	  Association	  (CHA)	  of	  the	  U.S.	  began	  to	  develop	  and	  provide	  training	  and	  guidance	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  order	  to	  increase	  their	  effectiveness	  (Grant,	  1999).	  In	  addition,	  CHA	  sponsored	  several	  studies	  to	  learn	  about	  Catholic	  healthcare	  mission	  leader’s	  roles,	  responsibilities,	  and	  competencies	  (Jones,	  1997;	  Stanley,	  1994;	  Talone,	  2006a,	  2006b).	  In	  addition	  to	  a	  greater	  understanding	  of	  the	  position,	  these	  studies	  contributed	  to	  the	  development	  of	  several	  competency	  models	  (Catholic	  Health	  Association	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  1999,	  2000,	  2009a,	  2009b;	  Larrere	  &	  McClelland,	  1994)	  to	  foster	  current	  mission	  leader’s	  continuing	  formation	  as	  well	  as	  future	  mission	  leader’s	  identification.	  According	  to	  Grant	  (1999),	  this	  training	  and	  development	  helped	  healthcare	  mission	  leaders	  evolve	  from	  being	  “mascots”	  –	  focused	  on	  developing	  mission	  statements	  and	  awareness	  of	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  heritage	  and	  spiritual	  origins;	  to	  “mentors”	  –	  incorporating	  mission	  in	  human	  resource	  activities	  and	  mission	  education;	  to	  “mainstream”	  –	  involved	  in	  strategic	  planning,	  and	  establishing	  norms	  for	  mission	  integration	  and	  accountability.	  In	  summary,	  similar	  to	  their	  counterparts	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare,	  the	  number	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  has	  grown	  and	  their	  importance	  felt.	  Yet	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unlike	  Catholic	  healthcare,	  there	  is	  scant	  research	  examining	  the	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  mission	  officers	  and	  the	  competencies	  they	  need	  to	  effectively	  fulfill	  them.	  	  Ming	  Chow	  and	  Kleiner	  (2002)	  describe	  essential	  job	  duties	  as	  “those	  tasks	  or	  functions	  of	  a	  particular	  position	  that	  are	  fundamental	  to	  the	  position…	  a	  core,	  critical,	  or	  basic	  component	  of	  the	  job”	  (p.	  121).	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  marginal	  job	  duties	  “are	  relatively	  incidental	  to	  the	  job’s	  existence…	  (and)	  could	  be	  made	  part	  of	  another	  job	  without	  causing	  significant	  problems”	  (p.	  122).	  Therefore,	  this	  study	  will	  address	  the	  following	  research	  questions.	  
Research	  Questions	  
• What	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties	  do	  experienced	  mission	  leaders	  consider	  to	  be	  fundamental	  or	  essential	  (versus	  incidental	  or	  marginal)	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	  fulfill	  in	  helping	  their	  college	  or	  university	  sustain	  its	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission?	  
• What	  competencies	  (e.g.	  knowledge,	  skills,	  abilities,	  behaviors,	  attitudes,	  and	  the	  like)	  do	  experienced	  mission	  officers	  perceive	  to	  be	  essential	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  fulfilling	  their	  essential	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties?	  
Significance	  of	  the	  Study	  Due	  to	  the	  incipient	  nature	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  position	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  a	  clearer	  understanding	  and	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  regarding	  the	  positions’	  essential	  duties	  could	  be	  very	  helpful	  to	  recently	  appointed	  mission	  officers.	  It	  could	  help	  them	  to	  understand	  what	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  are	  most	  important	  to	  perform	  even	  though	  such	  duties	  might	  be	  more	  difficult	  than	  others.	  Similarly,	  it	  could	  also	  serve	  as	  a	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helpful	  guide	  to	  institutions	  that	  do	  not	  have	  a	  mission	  officer	  but	  are	  looking	  to	  appoint	  one.	  Finally,	  it	  also	  serves	  as	  an	  important	  step	  in	  seeking	  to	  identify	  the	  essential	  competencies	  needed	  by	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  Without	  some	  common	  understanding	  of	  the	  position’s	  essential	  duties	  and	  responsibilities,	  it	  would	  be	  challenging	  to	  reach	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  regarding	  the	  essential	  competencies	  needed	  to	  fulfill	  the	  position.	  	  Identifying	  the	  essential	  competencies	  is	  also	  important	  for	  several	  reasons.	  First,	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  competencies	  needed	  for	  the	  position	  could	  help	  in	  identifying	  qualified	  individuals	  to	  fill	  the	  position.	  As	  Eraut	  (1994)	  asserts,	  “all	  professions	  should	  have	  public	  statements	  about	  what	  their	  qualified	  members	  are	  competent	  to	  do	  and	  what	  people	  can	  reasonably	  expect	  from	  them.	  These	  should	  comprise	  both	  minimum	  occupational	  standards	  and	  codes	  of	  professional	  conduct”	  (p.	  211).	  Second,	  identifying	  mission	  officer	  competencies	  could	  foster	  professional	  development	  opportunities	  for	  mission	  officers	  sponsored	  by	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  associations	  and	  founding	  religious	  congregations.	  The	  competencies	  could	  also	  be	  used	  to	  develop	  a	  self-­‐assessment	  tool	  for	  mission	  officers,	  similar	  to	  one	  created	  for	  Catholic	  healthcare	  mission	  leaders	  (Catholic	  Health	  Association	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  2009b),	  to	  help	  these	  individuals	  identify	  areas	  where	  they	  might	  benefit	  from	  additional	  education	  and	  training.	  	  Third,	  understanding	  what	  competencies	  are	  necessary	  for	  effectiveness	  could	  help	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  and	  sponsoring	  congregations	  to	  begin	  identifying	  and	  developing	  the	  next	  generation	  of	  mission	  officers.	  This	  last	  point	  is	  particularly	  relevant	  since	  40	  percent	  of	  the	  current	  mission	  officers	  at	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  are	  age	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60	  to	  69	  with	  another	  20	  percent	  who	  are	  age	  70	  or	  older	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  With	  so	  many	  mission	  officers	  nearing	  retirement	  age	  the	  looming	  question	  is:	  who	  will	  replace	  them?	  This	  will	  not	  be	  an	  easy	  task	  as	  younger	  generations	  of	  Catholics	  generally	  have	  less	  comprehension	  of	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  than	  their	  predecessors	  (Morey	  &	  Piderit,	  2006)	  and	  there	  are	  fewer	  clergy	  and	  religious	  in	  younger	  age	  cohorts.	  	  
Research	  Design	  The	  Catholic	  Healthcare	  Association’s	  various	  studies	  (Jones,	  1997;	  Stanley,	  1994;	  Talone,	  2006a,	  2006b)	  of	  healthcare	  mission	  leaders’	  roles	  as	  well	  as	  the	  ongoing	  identification	  and	  development	  of	  a	  competency	  model	  (Catholic	  Health	  Association	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  1999,	  2000,	  2009a,	  2009b;	  Larrere	  &	  McClelland,	  1994)	  to	  foster	  mission	  leaders’	  growth	  reveals	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  position	  for	  the	  future	  of	  Catholic	  healthcare	  in	  the	  U.S.	  This	  research	  study	  asserts	  that	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  are	  also	  crucial	  to	  the	  future	  of	  these	  institutions	  and	  that	  studies	  similar	  to	  those	  of	  their	  counterparts	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  are	  needed.	  A	  qualitative	  content	  analysis	  of	  30+	  mission	  officer	  job	  descriptions	  has	  identified	  many	  of	  their	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010)	  yet	  a	  Delphi	  study	  investigating	  the	  competencies	  needed	  to	  perform	  these	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  could	  advance	  the	  professionalization	  of	  this	  emerging	  position.	  	  The	  Delphi	  technique	  is	  particularly	  useful	  for	  this	  purpose	  because	  it	  was	  designed	  to	  achieve	  a	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  from	  a	  group	  of	  individuals	  on	  a	  complex	  problem	  (Linstone	  &	  Turoff,	  1975).	  While	  identifying	  competencies	  is	  a	  complex	  task,	  the	  technique	  facilitates	  the	  process	  by	  using	  Likert-­‐scales	  to	  calculate	  measures	  of	  central	  tendency	  that	  are	  used	  to	  determine	  when	  consensus	  has	  been	  reached.	  Achieving	  such	  consensus	  from	  a	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group	  of	  “expert”	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (mission	  officers	  with	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience)	  provides	  a	  method	  of	  establishing	  the	  core	  duties	  and	  competencies	  of	  the	  position	  in	  a	  credible	  way.	  The	  Delphi	  technique	  can	  also	  be	  modified	  to	  capitalize	  on	  other	  research.	  A	  modified	  Delphi	  means	  the	  technique	  uses	  a	  previously	  generated	  list	  of	  items	  for	  participants	  to	  consider	  rather	  than	  them	  generating	  a	  new	  list.	  In	  particular,	  this	  Delphi	  study	  will	  draw	  from	  the	  latest	  study	  of	  competencies	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  (Catholic	  Health	  Association	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  2009a)	  to	  develop	  a	  listing	  of	  competencies	  for	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  This	  research	  study	  included	  an	  advisory	  group	  of	  six	  mission	  officers	  from	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities	  to	  review	  and	  revise	  the	  Catholic	  healthcare	  competencies	  to	  assure	  their	  relevancy	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  The	  Delphi	  technique’s	  use	  of	  questionnaires	  –	  often	  sent	  electronically	  –	  is	  particularly	  suited	  for	  this	  study	  since	  mission	  officers	  are	  scattered	  across	  the	  U.S.	  with	  few	  opportunities	  for	  gathering	  together.	  The	  Delphi	  technique’s	  ability	  to	  use	  internet-­‐based	  questionnaires	  will	  greatly	  ease	  the	  data	  collection	  process.	  	  
Limitations	  of	  the	  Study	  In	  spite	  of	  the	  precipitous	  growth	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  many	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  have	  chosen	  not	  to	  appoint	  such	  a	  person.	  In	  light	  of	  this	  knowledge,	  in	  no	  way	  does	  this	  study	  intend	  to	  imply	  that	  institutions	  without	  a	  mission	  officer	  are	  not	  concerned	  about	  their	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission.	  This	  study	  assumes	  that	  every	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  university	  is	  serious	  about	  sustaining	  their	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Catholic	  character	  and	  mission,	  but	  not	  all	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  find	  such	  a	  strategy	  beneficial.	  
Overview	  of	  the	  Study	  This	  chapter	  provides	  an	  introduction	  to	  this	  study	  by	  providing	  some	  context	  for	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  It	  also	  reviewed	  the	  statement	  of	  the	  problem	  as	  well	  as	  the	  research	  questions,	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  study,	  a	  brief	  overview	  of	  the	  research	  design,	  anticipated	  limitations,	  and	  definitions	  of	  key	  terms.	  Chapter	  two	  examines	  the	  literature	  pertaining	  to	  the	  challenges	  involved	  in	  strengthening	  Catholic	  identity	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  further	  underscoring	  the	  rationale	  for	  the	  emergence	  and	  institutionalization	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  position.	  Chapter	  three	  outlines	  the	  research	  method	  that	  will	  be	  employed	  (the	  Delphi	  technique)	  including	  a	  brief	  explanation	  of	  the	  technique’s	  key	  characteristics	  and	  how	  it	  works.	  This	  chapter	  will	  also	  explain	  why	  this	  method	  was	  chosen,	  review	  the	  questionnaires	  that	  will	  be	  used,	  and	  discuss	  the	  sample	  participants,	  data	  collection	  and	  analysis,	  format	  for	  reporting	  the	  data,	  and	  framework	  for	  discussing	  the	  findings.	  Chapter	  four	  and	  five	  analyze	  the	  findings	  from	  this	  study.	  Chapter	  four	  examines	  the	  essential	  position	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  while	  chapter	  five	  analyzes	  the	  competencies	  and	  personal	  qualifications	  needed	  to	  effectively	  fulfill	  the	  position.	  Chapter	  six	  reviews	  the	  findings,	  discusses	  implications	  for	  practice,	  describes	  the	  study’s	  limitations,	  and	  suggests	  possibilities	  for	  further	  research	  and	  study.	  
Definition	  of	  Terms	  
Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  (“from	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  Church”)	  is	  the	  title	  of	  a	  two-­‐part	  papal	  document	  promulgated	  in	  1990	  by	  Pope	  John	  Paul	  II	  on	  the	  role	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Part	  I	  explores	  the	  nature	  and	  purpose	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  Part	  II	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lists	  a	  set	  of	  rules	  and	  guidelines	  applicable	  to	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  accordance	  to	  the	  Code	  of	  Canon	  Law.	  	  
Mission	  and	  identity	  is	  a	  term	  commonly	  used	  in	  reference	  to	  issues	  associated	  with	  the	  Catholic	  character	  and	  purpose	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  
Mission	  officer	  (or	  leader)	  is	  an	  individual,	  other	  than	  the	  president,	  who	  has	  a	  significant	  role	  and	  responsibility	  in	  galvanizing	  and	  coordinating	  campus-­‐wide	  efforts	  to	  strengthen	  a	  universities	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission.	  
Sponsorship	  (or	  sponsoring)	  is	  a	  term	  commonly	  used	  to	  refer	  to	  the	  relationship	  between	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  and	  their	  founding	  religious	  congregation	  (e.g.	  Jesuits,	  Franciscans,	  and	  Sisters	  of	  Mercy),	  diocese,	  or	  lay	  foundation.	  The	  term	  “generally	  indicates	  that	  the	  congregation	  or	  diocese	  has	  devoted	  considerable	  resources	  and	  personnel	  to	  the	  institution	  and	  continues	  to	  have	  a	  lively	  and	  practical	  claim	  to	  a	  role	  in	  the	  way	  it	  is	  run”	  (Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities,	  2003,	  p.	  113).	  	  	  
Experience	  with	  the	  Topic	  Throughout	  most	  of	  my	  years	  as	  a	  Third	  Order	  Regular	  Franciscan,	  both	  prior	  to	  and	  following	  my	  ordination	  to	  the	  priesthood	  in	  1996,	  I	  have	  worked	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  staff	  and	  administrative	  positions	  at	  various	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities,	  including	  two	  universities	  founded	  by	  my	  religious	  congregation,	  and	  enjoyed	  the	  ministry	  and	  work	  very	  much.	  During	  that	  time,	  I	  have	  come	  to	  appreciate	  the	  unique	  educational	  opportunity	  such	  institutions	  offer,	  the	  ability	  to	  study	  and	  learn	  in	  an	  atmosphere	  where	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition	  permeate	  the	  curriculum	  and	  ethos	  of	  the	  institution.	  It	  was	  that	  sense	  of	  fulfillment	  and	  purpose	  that	  propelled	  me	  to	  pursue	  a	  master’s	  degree	  and	  then	  a	  doctoral	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degree	  in	  higher	  education	  administration.	  I	  selected	  the	  doctoral	  program	  at	  Boston	  College	  largely	  because,	  as	  a	  Catholic	  and	  Jesuit	  university,	  I	  knew	  it	  would	  afford	  me	  a	  singular	  opportunity	  to	  engage	  in	  learning	  and	  research	  about	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  within	  the	  milieu	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university.	  During	  my	  years	  as	  a	  doctoral	  student	  at	  Boston	  College,	  I	  also	  had	  the	  opportunity	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  graduate	  assistant	  at	  the	  Roche	  Center	  for	  Catholic	  Education.	  As	  one	  of	  my	  responsibilities,	  I	  helped	  to	  coordinate	  the	  annual	  weeklong	  Institute	  for	  Administrators	  in	  Catholic	  Higher	  Education	  (IACHE),	  giving	  me	  the	  opportunity	  to	  meet	  and	  interact	  with	  Catholic	  scholars,	  mission	  officers,	  and	  other	  Catholic	  university	  leaders.	  The	  value	  of	  their	  ministry	  and	  my	  interest	  in	  it	  led	  to	  my	  participation	  in	  a	  2010	  nationwide	  research	  study	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  in	  collaboration	  with	  the	  director	  of	  my	  assistantship	  and	  a	  fellow	  graduate	  student.	  	  Then	  in	  July	  2011,	  following	  the	  collection	  of	  my	  dissertation	  research	  data,	  I	  took	  a	  position	  as	  the	  Director	  of	  Mission	  Integration	  at	  Saint	  Francis	  University	  in	  Loretto,	  PA.	  Although	  the	  position	  regrettably	  prolonged	  the	  completion	  of	  my	  dissertation	  research,	  the	  professional	  experience	  as	  a	  mission	  officer	  has	  informed	  my	  understanding	  of	  the	  position’s	  role	  as	  well	  as	  the	  challenges	  encountered	  in	  mission	  integration	  work.	  In	  a	  significant	  way,	  this	  experience	  has	  informed	  and	  helped	  me	  in	  analyzing	  the	  research	  findings.	  Although	  I	  deliberately	  strived	  to	  not	  allow	  my	  own	  experience	  to	  bias	  the	  research	  findings,	  it	  may	  have	  at	  times.	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CHAPTER	  2	  –	  REVIEW	  OF	  THE	  LITERATURE	  
Introduction	  During	  the	  past	  twenty	  years,	  a	  rising	  number	  of	  Catholic	  universities	  in	  the	  U.S.	  have	  appointed	  a	  mission	  officer	  –	  someone	  distinct	  from	  the	  president	  –	  to	  help	  initiate	  and	  oversee	  a	  campus-­‐wide	  effort	  to	  sustain	  and	  strengthen	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission.	  Rittof	  (2001)	  found	  that	  the	  appointment	  of	  such	  mission	  leaders	  was	  the	  most	  prevalent	  strategy	  being	  employed	  by	  Catholic	  universities	  to	  sustain	  and	  strengthen	  their	  Catholic	  mission	  and	  identity.	  A	  2010	  study	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010)	  found	  further	  support	  of	  this	  finding	  indicating	  to	  that	  139	  of	  the	  nearly	  200	  some	  U.S.	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  had	  a	  mission	  officer	  compared	  to	  about	  five	  in	  1990.	  The	  study	  also	  found	  that	  nearly	  60%	  of	  the	  mission	  officers	  are	  60	  years	  or	  older.	  Assuming	  the	  appointment	  of	  mission	  leaders	  remains	  vital	  for	  mission	  integration	  and	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  intend	  to	  replace	  these	  individuals	  when	  they	  retire,	  several	  questions	  arise.	  What	  responsibilities	  and	  duties	  do	  mission	  leaders	  consider	  most	  important	  for	  integrating	  the	  mission	  and	  religious	  identity	  of	  their	  institution?	  What	  competencies	  (knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities)	  do	  mission	  leaders	  need	  to	  effectively	  fulfill	  their	  duties	  and	  responsibilities?	  What	  characteristics	  should	  the	  institution	  look	  for	  in	  future	  candidates?	  	  In	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  context	  that	  spurred	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  beginning	  in	  the	  1980s,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  review	  literature	  examining	  the	  forces	  that	  led	  to	  the	  proverbial	  “Catholic	  identity	  crisis”	  in	  Catholic	  universities	  and	  a	  contemporary	  understanding	  of	  what	  it	  means	  to	  be	  a	  Catholic	  university	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(Allen,	  1999;	  Morey	  &	  Piderit,	  2006).	  Next,	  I	  will	  examine	  factors	  that	  continue	  to	  make	  Catholic	  identity	  an	  “enduring	  problem”	  (Gleason,	  1995,	  p.	  320)	  and	  various	  strategies	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  are	  considering	  and	  utilizing	  to	  address	  their	  Catholic	  identity	  issues.	  Finally,	  I	  will	  focus	  specifically	  upon	  the	  literature	  related	  to	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  as	  well	  as	  their	  counterparts	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare.	  The	  latter	  is	  relevant	  because	  considerable	  research	  has	  focused	  upon	  understanding	  the	  role	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations	  as	  well	  as	  the	  competencies	  that	  they	  and	  their	  predecessors	  need	  to	  be	  effective.	  
The	  Emerging	  Crisis	  of	  Catholic	  Identity	  Prior	  to	  the	  1960s,	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  U.S.	  was	  a	  nonissue.	  As	  Philip	  Gleason	  (1994)	  states:	  “The	  reality,	  of	  course,	  existed	  –	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  definitely	  had	  that	  identity,	  were	  Catholic,	  and	  made	  no	  bones	  about	  professing	  their	  Catholicity.	  What	  did	  not	  exist	  was	  the	  ‘problem’	  of	  Catholic	  identity.	  That	  did	  not	  exist	  because	  the	  Catholicity	  of	  the	  institution	  was	  so	  much	  of	  a	  given	  –	  seemed	  so	  clearly	  a	  fact	  of	  nature	  –	  that	  no	  one	  regarded	  it	  as	  a	  problem	  anymore	  than	  they	  regarded	  it	  as	  a	  problem	  that	  a	  college	  was	  a	  college	  and	  not	  a	  filling	  station	  or	  a	  furniture	  factory”	  (p.	  91).	  One	  reason	  why	  identity	  and	  mission	  was	  not	  an	  issue	  at	  the	  midpoint	  of	  the	  twentieth	  century	  is	  that	  Catholicism	  understood	  itself	  to	  be	  not	  merely	  a	  religion	  or	  set	  of	  beliefs	  but	  also	  a	  unique	  culture	  with	  a	  distinct	  view	  of	  reality	  and	  way	  of	  life.	  As	  a	  result,	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  felt	  it	  was	  part	  of	  their	  mission	  to	  provide	  students	  with	  an	  education	  that	  synthesized	  this	  faith,	  culture,	  values,	  and	  tradition	  in	  a	  unified	  fashion	  (Gleason,	  1995).	  Likewise,	  American	  Catholics	  were	  consciously	  aware	  that	  they	  were	  different	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  population.	  A	  Protestant	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hegemony	  influenced	  many	  aspects	  of	  American	  society	  including	  education,	  sometimes	  to	  the	  detriment	  of	  Catholics,	  Jews,	  and	  nonreligious.	  	  Catholic	  identity	  was	  also	  a	  nonissue	  because	  the	  American	  Catholic	  church	  was	  still	  largely	  composed	  of	  recent	  European	  immigrants.	  Being	  Catholic	  shaped	  their	  identity	  as	  much	  as	  their	  Irish,	  Italian,	  or	  Polish	  heritage.	  Their	  faith	  like	  their	  ethnicity	  was	  simply	  part	  of	  who	  they	  were	  and	  how	  they	  understood	  themselves.	  These	  immigrants	  often	  lived	  in	  homogenous	  ethnic	  neighborhoods	  with	  a	  Catholic	  church	  nearby	  whose	  pastor	  spoke	  their	  native	  tongue	  and	  a	  Catholic	  school	  staffed	  by	  religious	  sisters	  who	  taught	  their	  children	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  as	  well	  as	  the	  three	  Rs.	  As	  long	  as	  these	  neighborhoods,	  churches,	  and	  schools	  continued	  to	  exist	  and	  perpetuate	  their	  ethnic	  and	  Catholic	  subculture,	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  would	  remain	  irrelevant	  (Gleason,	  1994).	  
Decline	  in	  clerical	  and	  religious	  presence	  One	  reason	  for	  this	  irrelevance	  was	  that	  prior	  to	  the	  mid-­‐1960s,	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  was	  strongly	  associated	  with	  the	  presence	  of	  priests	  and	  vowed	  religious	  on	  campus.	  According	  to	  Wittberg	  (2002),	  “the	  two	  were	  so	  intertwined	  that	  the	  question	  [about	  Catholic	  identity]	  never	  even	  arose”	  (p.	  343).	  If	  it	  had,	  notes	  Wittberg,	  most	  people	  would	  have	  found	  it	  difficult	  to	  articulate	  what	  made	  a	  college	  Catholic	  without	  pointing	  at	  the	  members	  of	  the	  founding	  religious	  congregation.	  And	  this	  would	  not	  have	  been	  difficult	  due	  to	  the	  large	  percentage	  of	  religious	  comprising	  the	  faculty	  and	  staff.	  By	  way	  of	  example,	  Leahy	  (1991,	  p.	  99)	  indicates	  that	  in	  1940	  clerics	  and	  religious	  comprised	  73%	  of	  the	  full-­‐time	  faculty	  at	  Trinity	  College	  in	  D.C.,	  70%	  at	  the	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College	  of	  St.	  Catherine,	  65%	  at	  Villanova	  University,	  and	  52%	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Santa	  Clara.	   While	  large	  numbers	  of	  religious,	  often	  wearing	  distinctive	  religious	  garb,	  were	  a	  visible	  identifier	  of	  the	  institution’s	  Catholicity,	  even	  more	  important	  was	  their	  contribution	  in	  engaging	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition.	  According	  to	  Briel	  (2009),	  priests	  and	  vowed	  religious	  often	  represented	  the	  majority	  of	  Catholic	  intellectuals	  on	  campus;	  educators	  who	  “systematically	  engaged	  the	  complex	  intellectual	  search	  for	  a	  unity	  of	  knowledge	  arising	  out	  of	  a	  Catholic	  vision	  of	  reality”	  (p.	  386).	  Religious	  also	  filled	  the	  majority	  of	  positions	  in	  religion	  departments,	  teaching	  courses	  that	  were	  catechetical	  and	  confessional	  in	  nature	  and	  considered	  important	  for	  the	  students’	  faith	  and	  moral	  development	  (Heft,	  2008).	  	  Yet	  following	  World	  War	  II,	  sustaining	  a	  significant	  presence	  of	  religious	  among	  the	  faculty	  became	  difficult	  as	  Catholic	  colleges	  began	  hiring	  large	  numbers	  of	  new,	  usually	  lay,	  faculty	  to	  accommodate	  the	  post-­‐war	  rise	  in	  enrollments.	  Between	  1940	  and	  1960,	  the	  number	  of	  faculty	  members	  increased	  85%	  going	  from	  13,142	  to	  24,255	  as	  enrollments	  almost	  doubled	  that	  percentage,	  rising	  from	  162,000	  to	  426,000	  (Gleason,	  1995,	  p.	  209)	  Many	  of	  the	  new	  faculty	  were	  graduates	  of	  leading	  secular	  universities,	  hired	  for	  their	  academic	  excellence	  more	  than	  their	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition.	  	  Dependence	  upon	  clerics	  and	  religious	  to	  sustain	  the	  Catholic	  character	  of	  their	  institutions	  became	  even	  more	  challenging	  following	  the	  Second	  Vatican	  Council	  (1963-­‐65)	  due	  to	  the	  falloff	  in	  vocations	  to	  the	  priesthood	  and	  religious	  life.	  A	  study	  involving	  163	  of	  the	  268	  Catholic	  universities	  existing	  in	  1970	  found	  that	  the	  percentage	  of	  priests	  and	  religious	  among	  full-­‐time	  faculty	  dropped	  from	  52%	  in	  1960	  to	  35%	  in	  1970	  (Galvin,	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1971).	  In	  2000,	  another	  study	  surveying	  109	  Catholic	  universities	  with	  enrollments	  less	  than	  5,000	  students	  found	  the	  proportion	  of	  full-­‐time	  religious	  within	  the	  faculty	  and	  administration	  to	  be	  at	  8%	  and	  9%	  respectively	  (Rittof,	  2001).	  By	  the	  early	  twenty-­‐first	  century,	  the	  ability	  to	  point	  to	  the	  presence	  of	  priests	  and	  religious	  as	  a	  characteristic	  of	  what	  made	  a	  university	  Catholic	  was	  no	  longer	  tenable.	  
Academic	  freedom	  Partly	  due	  to	  the	  increasing	  number	  of	  lay	  faculty,	  academic	  freedom	  also	  became	  a	  critical	  issue	  in	  the	  late	  1960s.	  According	  to	  Gallin	  (2000),	  prior	  to	  that	  time	  faculty	  handbooks	  commonly	  stated	  that	  “Faculty	  are	  free	  to	  teach	  provided	  their	  statements	  are	  not	  contrary	  to	  the	  teaching	  of	  the	  Catholic	  church	  or	  the	  Constitution	  of	  the	  United	  States”	  (p.	  59).	  Faculty	  contracts	  also	  commonly	  included	  language	  specifying	  that	  faculty	  members	  could	  be	  discharged	  for	  contradicting	  Catholic	  doctrine	  and	  moral	  principles	  (Leahy,	  1991,	  p.	  98;	  O'Brien,	  1994b,	  p.	  43).	  Such	  policies	  and	  contracts	  were	  largely	  a	  nonissue	  in	  earlier	  years	  when	  the	  majority	  of	  faculty	  members	  were	  religious	  who	  had	  taken	  a	  vow	  of	  obedience.	  However,	  the	  significant	  social	  and	  cultural	  changes	  in	  the	  1960s	  emboldened	  lay	  faculty	  to	  fight	  for	  what	  they	  believed	  to	  be	  important	  academic	  rights	  and	  responsibilities.	  When	  several	  events	  occurred	  on	  Catholic	  campuses	  involving	  bans	  on	  visiting	  speakers,	  granting	  of	  honorary	  degrees,	  accusations	  of	  heresy,	  and	  faculty	  terminations	  without	  due	  process,	  lay	  faculty	  reacted	  (Gallin,	  1996,	  2000;	  Gleason,	  1995).	  These	  events	  spurred	  a	  group	  of	  26	  presidents,	  faculty,	  and	  bishops,	  who	  met	  in	  1967	  to	  draft	  a	  statement	  on	  the	  role	  and	  nature	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university,	  to	  emphasize	  in	  strong	  terms	  the	  importance	  of	  institutional	  autonomy	  and	  academic	  freedom	  for	  the	  “survival	  of	  Catholic	  universities”	  (see	  Gallin,	  1992,	  p.	  7).	  Consequently,	  during	  the	  course	  of	  the	  next	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decade	  faculty	  handbooks	  and	  policies	  at	  most	  Catholic	  universities	  were	  revised	  to	  adopt	  the	  American	  Association	  of	  University	  Professor’s	  principles	  of	  academic	  freedom.	  As	  a	  result,	  faculty	  increasingly	  felt	  greater	  liberty	  to	  express	  views	  contrary	  to	  official	  church	  teaching.	  This	  was	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  why	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae,	  while	  affirming	  the	  importance	  of	  academic	  freedom,	  added	  that	  “In	  ways	  appropriate	  to	  the	  different	  academic	  disciplines,	  all	  Catholic	  teachers	  are	  to	  be	  faithful	  to,	  and	  all	  other	  teachers	  are	  to	  respect,	  Catholic	  doctrine	  and	  morals	  in	  their	  research	  and	  teaching”	  (Art	  4,	  p	  3).	  	  
Institutional	  autonomy	  and	  independent	  governing	  boards	  In	  1960,	  membership	  on	  most	  governing	  boards	  was	  dominated	  by	  clerics	  and	  religious	  (Gallin,	  1996;	  Leahy,	  1991,	  p.	  99).	  In	  addition,	  religious	  superiors	  had	  final	  approval	  on	  many	  college	  matters	  such	  as	  the	  operating	  budget,	  major	  college	  expenditures,	  and	  faculty	  tenure.	  This	  essentially	  meant	  that	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  were	  “owned”	  and	  “controlled”	  by	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  community	  (Gallin,	  1996,	  p.	  10).	  According	  to	  Hellwig	  (2002),	  the	  importance	  of	  such	  ownership	  and	  control	  in	  relation	  to	  Catholic	  identity	  was	  made	  apparent	  in	  1949	  when	  a	  debate	  arose	  at	  an	  international	  meeting	  of	  Catholic	  college	  presidents	  and	  rectors.	  A	  question	  was	  raised	  about	  whether	  or	  not	  an	  institution	  must	  be	  subject	  to	  the	  supervision	  and	  authority	  of	  a	  local	  bishop	  in	  order	  to	  be	  considered	  Catholic.	  While	  most	  U.S.	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  were	  not	  subject	  to	  hierarchical	  authority	  in	  a	  direct	  manner,	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  were	  largely	  governed	  by	  religious	  congregations	  quelled	  most	  concerns	  about	  the	  Catholic	  character	  of	  these	  institutions	  and	  the	  issue	  was	  dropped	  (Hellwig,	  2002).	  	  However,	  as	  rising	  enrollments	  increased	  the	  complexity	  of	  university	  business,	  the	  academy	  became	  more	  professionalized,	  and	  greater	  governmental	  involvement	  in	  higher	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education	  increased	  legislation,	  it	  became	  increasingly	  clear	  to	  many	  Catholic	  educators	  that	  administrative	  structures	  for	  religious	  communities	  were	  no	  longer	  appropriate	  for	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  U.S.	  (Gallin,	  1996).	  Many	  educators	  asserted	  that	  congregational	  control	  needed	  to	  be	  supplanted	  by	  the	  establishment	  of	  independent	  governing	  boards	  containing	  both	  religious	  and	  lay	  trustees	  who	  possessed	  the	  ecclesial,	  academic,	  financial,	  and	  legal	  expertise	  necessary	  to	  govern	  a	  modern	  Catholic	  university	  (Gallin,	  2000).	  Interest	  in	  lay	  board	  members	  also	  increased	  due	  to	  their	  ability	  to	  support	  the	  institution	  financially	  with	  endowments	  and	  other	  gifts	  (Gallin,	  1996).	  Such	  gifts	  were	  becoming	  an	  important	  new	  source	  of	  revenue	  to	  help	  finance	  college	  budgets	  and	  construction	  projects.	  Yet	  it	  was	  generally	  believed	  that	  few	  laypersons	  would	  be	  generous	  unless	  they	  had	  a	  major	  voice	  in	  university	  governance.	  Along	  with	  the	  establishment	  of	  independent	  governing	  boards,	  many	  Catholic	  colleges	  became	  independently	  incorporated	  apart	  from	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  which	  usually	  involved	  the	  transfer	  of	  college	  property	  from	  the	  religious	  community	  to	  the	  new	  corporation	  (Gallin,	  1996).	  The	  upshot	  of	  all	  this	  meant	  the	  religious	  congregation	  no	  longer	  “controlled”	  the	  institution	  or	  “owned”	  the	  property	  (Gallin,	  1996,	  p.	  10).	  And	  since	  many	  of	  these	  new	  incorporations	  and	  governing	  boards	  were	  established	  without	  canonical	  approval,	  the	  Vatican	  wondered	  if	  the	  institutions	  were	  still	  “Catholic”?	  (Gallin,	  1992,	  p.	  64)	  
Marginalization	  of	  philosophy	  and	  religion	  The	  latter	  half	  of	  the	  twentieth	  century	  also	  witnessed	  a	  sea	  change	  in	  the	  role	  of	  philosophy	  and	  theology	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  Prior	  to	  that	  time,	  particularly	  following	  World	  War	  I,	  scholastic	  philosophy	  and	  theology	  were	  generally	  viewed	  as	  the	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raison	  d’être	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  and	  held	  a	  privileged	  status	  within	  the	  curriculum	  (Gleason,	  1995).	  For	  example,	  Power	  (1972)	  notes	  that	  in	  1945	  nearly	  every	  Catholic	  college	  required	  students	  to	  take	  nearly	  twenty-­‐one	  credits	  in	  philosophy	  and	  at	  least	  sixteen	  credits	  in	  theology.	  Scholastic	  philosophy	  was	  an	  important	  curricular	  requirement	  because	  it	  provided	  students	  with	  a	  philosophical	  justification	  for	  faith	  (Gleason,	  1995;	  Haughey,	  1994).	  Likewise,	  courses	  in	  theology	  and	  religion,	  though	  confessional	  and	  catechetical	  in	  nature	  and	  taught	  in	  a	  dogmatic	  manner,	  were	  important	  for	  passing	  on	  the	  faith	  and	  developing	  student	  moral	  character	  (Power,	  1972).	  	  Yet	  beginning	  in	  the	  late	  1950s,	  changes	  began	  to	  occur.	  According	  to	  Carey	  (1999),	  the	  purpose	  of	  theology/religion	  became	  increasingly	  divided	  between	  acquiring	  religious	  truth,	  promoting	  good	  morals,	  and	  fostering	  religious	  action	  in	  the	  world.	  At	  nearly	  the	  same	  time,	  Vatican	  II	  was	  revolutionizing	  the	  very	  concept	  of	  theology.	  In	  its	  effort	  to	  pull	  the	  Church	  out	  of	  its	  ghetto-­‐like	  mentality	  and	  isolation	  and	  into	  greater	  dialogue	  with	  other	  religions	  and	  the	  modern	  world,	  the	  apologetic	  and	  dogmatic	  approach	  to	  religion	  was	  being	  replaced	  by	  a	  more	  biblical,	  historical,	  and	  post-­‐conciliar	  theology	  (Carey,	  1999;	  Dulles,	  1997).	  The	  spirit	  of	  ecumenism	  envisioned	  by	  Vatican	  II	  also	  fostered	  religious	  course	  offerings	  beyond	  Roman	  Catholicism.	  This	  helped	  make	  religion	  courses	  more	  appealing	  to	  an	  increasing	  number	  of	  non-­‐Catholic	  students	  (Gallin,	  2000).	  It	  also	  addressed	  a	  growing	  concern	  that	  Catholic	  colleges	  would	  be	  denied	  public	  funding	  if	  students	  were	  required	  to	  take	  religious	  courses	  that	  were	  confessional	  in	  nature.	  And	  faculty	  members	  eager	  for	  scholarly	  recognition	  were	  increasingly	  being	  influenced	  by	  their	  peers	  in	  secular	  institutions,	  who	  were	  emphasizing	  a	  more	  empirical	  and	  non-­‐confessional	  approaches	  to	  the	  study	  of	  religion.	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Theology	  and	  philosophy	  course	  requirements	  also	  decreased,	  with	  the	  norm	  in	  most	  institutions	  eventually	  becoming	  six	  credits	  in	  each	  (Burtchaell,	  1998).	  Faculty	  fearful	  of	  ecclesiastical	  oversight	  of	  “theology”	  courses	  also	  preferred	  the	  term	  “religious	  studies,”	  even	  if	  they	  did	  not	  change	  course	  content	  (Gallin,	  2000).	  Yet,	  in	  many	  cases	  the	  courses	  in	  theology	  and	  religious	  studies	  did	  change	  as	  courses	  in	  scripture,	  morality,	  and	  church	  history	  often	  gave	  way	  to	  new	  courses	  in	  world	  religions,	  Catholic	  social	  justice,	  spirituality,	  and	  liberation	  theology	  (Schubert,	  1990).	  Many	  of	  these	  changes	  arose	  as	  curricula	  were	  being	  revised	  to	  meet	  “consumer”	  demands,	  a	  new	  term	  being	  used	  to	  describe	  students	  (Gallin,	  2000,	  p.	  104).	  In	  total,	  course	  changes	  and	  reduced	  credit	  requirements	  in	  theology	  and	  philosophy	  made	  it	  more	  difficult	  to	  hand	  on	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition.	  Still	  other	  cultural	  and	  societal	  events	  in	  the	  1960s	  affected	  the	  religious	  identity	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Student	  revolts	  on	  many	  campuses	  arising	  from	  a	  new	  assertion	  of	  student	  rights	  resulted	  in	  a	  more	  lax	  understanding	  of	  the	  in	  loco	  parentis	  tradition.	  As	  a	  result,	  student	  lifestyles	  and	  conduct	  that	  were	  once	  challenged	  by	  faculty	  and	  administrators	  for	  their	  contradiction	  to	  Catholic	  moral	  teachings	  were	  now	  often	  condoned	  (Gleason,	  1995).	  A	  greater	  professionalization	  of	  the	  faculty	  also	  resulted	  in	  their	  becoming	  more	  committed	  to	  their	  academic	  discipline	  than	  the	  mission	  or	  goals	  of	  their	  academic	  institution.	  Due	  to	  the	  numerous	  forces	  that	  impacted	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  1960s,	  Catholic	  educators	  began	  meeting	  to	  articulate	  what	  it	  meant	  to	  be	  a	  Catholic	  university	  in	  the	  modern	  world	  and	  what	  that	  meant	  in	  regards	  to	  their	  Catholic	  character	  of	  these	  institutions.	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The	  nature	  of	  a	  contemporary	  Catholic	  university	  Following	  Vatican	  II,	  the	  Roman	  Catholic	  Church	  underwent	  significant	  changes	  in	  its	  own	  self-­‐understanding	  and	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities,	  being	  a	  part	  of	  the	  Church,	  did	  likewise.	  At	  the	  heart	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education’s	  reexamination	  of	  its	  nature,	  mission,	  and	  identity,	  Gallin	  (1992)	  states	  that	  “two	  questions	  surfaced	  repeatedly:	  What	  does	  it	  mean	  to	  be	  a	  university	  or	  college,	  and	  what	  does	  it	  mean	  for	  that	  institution	  to	  be	  Catholic?”	  (Gallin,	  1992,	  p.	  1)	  Efforts	  to	  answer	  those	  two	  questions	  became	  an	  international	  enterprise	  involving	  Catholic	  educators	  and	  the	  Church’s	  hierarchy	  who	  produced	  a	  number	  of	  documents	  beginning	  in	  1967.	  During	  the	  summer	  of	  that	  year,	  twenty-­‐six	  Catholic	  educators,	  including	  two	  bishops	  and	  four	  laymen,	  met	  at	  Land	  O’Lakes,	  Wisconsin	  to	  prepare	  a	  position	  paper,	  commonly	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  Land	  O’Lakes	  Statement	  (see	  Gallin,	  1992,	  pp.	  7-­‐12),	  in	  preparation	  for	  an	  upcoming	  international	  meeting	  of	  Catholic	  universities.	  For	  numerous	  reasons,	  these	  educators	  felt	  it	  necessary	  to	  assert	  that	  to	  be	  a	  university	  in	  the	  full	  modern	  sense	  of	  the	  word,	  Catholic	  universities	  must	  have	  institutional	  autonomy	  and	  academic	  freedom	  from	  any	  influence	  external	  to	  the	  institution;	  a	  statement	  that	  Gleason	  characterized	  as	  a	  “declaration	  of	  independence	  from	  the	  hierarchy”	  (Gleason,	  1995,	  p.	  317).	  Yet	  Land	  O’Lakes	  also	  propounds	  that	  a	  “Catholic	  university	  must	  be	  an	  institution,	  …	  in	  which	  Catholicism	  is	  perceptibly	  present	  and	  effectively	  operative”	  (see	  Gallin,	  1992,	  p.	  7),	  particularly	  through	  the	  presence	  of	  scholars,	  familiar	  with	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  as	  well	  as	  other	  world	  religions,	  willing	  and	  able	  to	  engage	  regularly	  in	  religious	  dialogue	  with	  the	  university	  community	  regarding	  all	  areas	  of	  intellectual	  study	  and	  culture.	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Five	  years	  later,	  The	  Catholic	  University	  in	  the	  Modern	  World	  was	  disseminated	  following	  an	  international	  congress	  of	  Catholic	  educators	  in	  November	  1972.	  According	  to	  Gallin	  (1992),	  the	  document	  was	  well	  received	  in	  the	  U.S.	  because	  it	  adopted	  many	  elements	  along	  the	  lines	  of	  the	  Land	  O’Lakes	  statement,	  particularly	  institutional	  autonomy	  and	  academic	  freedom.	  Its	  recognition	  of	  the	  diversity	  of	  Catholic	  universities	  around	  the	  world	  was	  also	  welcomed	  as	  an	  indication	  that	  institutions	  could	  be	  “Catholic”	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  ways	  (Gallin,	  1992,	  p.	  6).	  Several	  years	  later,	  Vatican	  concerns	  about	  the	  establishment	  of	  independent	  boards	  of	  trustees	  and	  the	  transference	  of	  university	  assets	  and	  governance	  to	  their	  control,	  prompted	  the	  National	  Catholic	  Education	  Association	  to	  issue	  a	  position	  paper	  in	  1976	  titled	  Relations	  of	  American	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities	  with	  the	  Church.	  This	  paper	  helped	  to	  explain	  the	  context	  of	  American	  laws	  on	  such	  matters	  and	  quell	  the	  unease.	  Then,	  in	  1980,	  following	  Pope	  John	  Paul	  II’s	  1979	  address	  to	  the	  presidents	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  Washington,	  D.C.,	  the	  U.S	  bishops	  issued	  another	  document	  entitled	  Catholic	  Higher	  Education	  and	  the	  Church’s	  Pastoral	  Mission,	  their	  first	  pastoral	  letter	  specifically	  about	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (Gallin,	  1992).	  Although	  these	  two	  documents	  were	  issued	  for	  different	  reasons,	  they	  emphasized	  many	  common	  concerns	  about	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  Catholic	  universities,	  namely	  the	  important	  role	  of	  theology	  and	  the	  liberal	  arts	  in	  the	  curriculum,	  the	  valuable	  contribution	  of	  service	  to	  society	  and	  the	  Church,	  an	  emphasis	  upon	  concern	  for	  social	  justice	  education,	  the	  significance	  of	  ecumenism	  and	  interfaith	  dialogue,	  and	  responsibility	  to	  exercise	  pastoral	  ministry	  to	  the	  entire	  campus	  community,	  particularly	  the	  students.	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In	  various	  ways,	  these	  documents	  led	  up	  to,	  and	  informed,	  the	  promulgation	  in	  1990	  of	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  (“from	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  Church”),	  an	  apostolic	  exhortation	  by	  Pope	  John	  Paul	  II.	  This	  document	  declared	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  should	  be	  marked	  by	  four	  essential	  characteristics:	  	  1. A	  Christian	  inspiration	  not	  only	  of	  individuals	  but	  of	  the	  university	  community	  as	  such,	  2. A	  continuing	  reflection	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  upon	  the	  growing	  treasury	  of	  human	  knowledge,	  to	  which	  it	  seeks	  to	  contribute	  by	  its	  own	  research,	  3. Fidelity	  to	  the	  Christian	  message	  as	  it	  comes	  to	  us	  through	  the	  Church,	  and	  4. An	  institutional	  commitment	  to	  the	  service	  of	  the	  people	  of	  God	  and	  of	  the	  human	  family	  in	  their	  pilgrimage	  to	  the	  transcendent	  goal,	  which	  gives	  meaning	  to	  life.	  According	  to	  Hellwig	  (2004b),	  the	  first	  characteristic	  suggests	  that	  the	  campus	  community	  as	  a	  whole	  must	  be	  marked	  by	  a	  Christian	  spirit	  of	  mutual	  courtesy,	  respect,	  and	  care	  for	  one	  another	  [ECE	  21-­‐26];	  that	  faculty	  should	  collaborate	  across	  all	  disciplines	  in	  both	  their	  teaching	  and	  research	  [ECE	  15-­‐17];	  and	  that	  there	  ought	  to	  be	  present	  a	  vigorous	  campus	  ministry	  and	  liturgical	  worship	  [ECE	  38-­‐42].	  The	  second	  characteristic,	  Hellwig	  (2004b)	  explains,	  “goes	  to	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  Pope’s	  concern	  over	  the	  dialogue	  of	  faith	  and	  culture”	  (p.	  48).	  Contrary	  to	  the	  tendency	  for	  knowledge	  to	  be	  compartmentalized	  within	  individual	  academic	  departments,	  Ex	  corde	  
Ecclesiae	  stresses	  that	  a	  Catholic	  university	  must	  strive	  to	  overcome	  such	  tendencies	  through	  a	  greater	  integration	  and	  synthesis	  of	  knowledge,	  aided	  by	  the	  contributions	  of	  philosophy	  and	  theology	  that	  foster	  dialogue	  between	  faith	  and	  reason	  [ECE	  15-­‐17].	  According	  to	  Hellwig	  (2004b),	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  such	  a	  dialogue	  is	  contingent	  upon	  each	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scholar’s	  solid	  understanding	  of	  one’s	  own	  discipline	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Christian	  faith.	  For	  this	  reason,	  Hellwig	  asserts	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  should	  not	  only	  give	  attention	  to	  hiring	  practices	  but	  also	  provide	  faculty	  and	  administrators	  opportunities	  for	  faith	  development	  and	  formation.	  Likewise,	  it	  is	  important	  for	  Catholic	  universities	  to	  have	  some	  theology	  and	  philosophy	  professors	  who	  are	  interested	  in	  serious	  dialogue	  with	  scholars	  in	  other	  disciplines.	  The	  third	  characteristic,	  fidelity	  to	  the	  Christian	  message	  as	  it	  comes	  to	  us	  through	  the	  Church,	  means	  that	  part	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university’s	  institutional	  identity	  is	  its	  relationship	  to	  the	  Church,	  which	  “includes	  a	  recognition	  of	  and	  adherence	  to	  the	  teaching	  authority	  of	  the	  Church	  in	  matters	  of	  faith	  and	  morals”	  [ECE	  27].	  Therefore,	  as	  an	  institution	  this	  fidelity	  applies	  to	  all	  aspects	  of	  its	  activities,	  most	  notably	  in	  a	  special	  way	  to	  teaching	  theology	  and	  ethics	  but	  also	  in	  other	  fields	  and	  disciplines,	  particularly	  in	  the	  research	  choices	  made	  and	  the	  teaching	  activities	  conducted	  (Hellwig,	  2004b).	  It	  also	  means	  that	  university	  personnel	  who	  are	  Catholic	  are	  called	  to	  a	  personal	  fidelity	  to	  the	  Church	  while	  non-­‐Catholic	  members	  are	  asked	  to	  respect	  the	  university’s	  Catholic	  character	  as	  it	  likewise	  respects	  their	  religious	  liberty.	  Finally,	  service	  to	  the	  people	  of	  God	  and	  the	  human	  family	  should	  also	  distinguish	  a	  Catholic	  university	  within	  higher	  education.	  Such	  service	  should	  be	  for	  the	  common	  good,	  particularly	  the	  poor,	  minorities,	  immigrants,	  and	  first-­‐generation	  students.	  In	  many	  ways,	  the	  literature	  preceding	  the	  promulgation	  of	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  was	  a	  trickle	  compared	  to	  the	  flood	  that	  followed.	  Catholics	  and	  non-­‐Catholics,	  clergy	  and	  laypersons,	  faculty	  and	  administrators,	  theologians	  and	  researchers,	  began	  to	  voice	  their	  own	  thoughts	  on	  the	  conundrum	  of	  Catholic	  identity	  but	  with	  little	  consensus	  of	  opinion.	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Consequently,	  some	  contend	  that	  Catholic	  identity	  is	  no	  longer	  a	  crisis	  but	  rather	  a	  “protracted	  struggle”	  (Shea,	  1995,	  p.	  35)	  or	  an	  “enduring	  problem”	  (Gleason,	  1995).	  “The	  problem	  that	  persists,”	  Gleason	  explains:	  …is	  not	  institutional	  or	  organizational,	  but	  ideological.	  That	  is,	  it	  consists	  in	  a	  lack	  of	  consensus	  as	  to	  the	  substantive	  content	  of	  the	  ensemble	  of	  religious	  beliefs,	  moral	  commitments,	  and	  academic	  assumptions	  that	  supposedly	  constitute	  Catholic	  identity,	  and	  a	  consequent	  inability	  to	  specify	  what	  that	  identity	  entails	  for	  the	  practical	  functioning	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  More	  briefly	  put,	  the	  crisis	  is	  not	  that	  Catholic	  educators	  do	  not	  want	  their	  institutions	  to	  remain	  Catholic,	  but	  that	  they	  are	  no	  longer	  sure	  what	  remaining	  Catholic	  means.	  (1995,	  p.	  320)	  In	  many	  respects,	  it	  is	  this	  ideological	  nature	  of	  Catholic	  identity	  that	  has	  spawned	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  across	  many	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  The	  essence	  of	  their	  role	  is	  to	  help	  their	  institution	  overcome	  this	  enduring	  problem	  through	  a	  campus-­‐wide	  effort	  to	  clarify	  what	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  is	  and	  how	  it	  should	  be	  integrated	  into	  university	  activities.	  
The	  Enduring	  Problem	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  section	  is	  to	  examine	  the	  enduring	  problem	  of	  Catholic	  identity	  that	  mission	  leaders	  are	  striving	  to	  address	  and	  overcome.	  For	  this	  reason,	  literature	  related	  to	  the	  challenges	  of	  integrating	  Catholic	  identity	  within	  curricular	  and	  co-­‐curricular	  activities	  will	  be	  examined	  first.	  It	  will	  also	  examine	  several	  studies	  investigating	  faculty	  and	  administrator	  perceptions	  and	  attitudes	  related	  to	  Catholic	  identity.	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Curriculum	  Various	  scholars	  emphasize	  the	  important	  role	  the	  curriculum	  plays	  in	  embodying	  an	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  (Byron,	  2000;	  Greeley,	  1999;	  McShane,	  1999;	  Pavur,	  2008),	  particularly	  the	  core	  curriculum	  (Loughran,	  1999;	  McShane,	  1999).	  In	  terms	  of	  the	  core	  curriculum,	  it	  should	  not	  be	  merely	  a	  set	  of	  distribution	  requirements	  (McShane,	  1999)	  or	  foundation	  for	  academic	  majors	  with	  an	  emphasis	  upon	  professional	  competence	  (Pavur,	  2008).	  Instead,	  it	  should	  be	  coherent	  with	  visible	  components	  from	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  (Byron,	  2000).	  Pavur	  adds	  that	  it	  should	  be	  a	  tool	  for	  developing	  students	  in	  their	  vocation	  to	  be	  fully	  humane	  and	  spiritual	  persons	  “progressing	  towards	  wisdom	  –	  wisdom	  about	  God	  and	  nature;	  about	  ethics,	  culture,	  and	  society;	  about	  family,	  relationships,	  and	  themselves;	  and	  about	  what	  it	  means	  to	  live	  a	  truly	  good	  life”	  (Pavur,	  2008,	  p.	  32).	  Beyond	  the	  core,	  Byron	  (2000)	  believes	  the	  curriculum	  should	  include	  courses	  that	  are	  taught	  from	  a	  Catholic	  perspective	  or	  point	  of	  view,	  such	  as	  business	  or	  medical	  ethics,	  and	  course	  catalogs	  should	  contain	  “easy-­‐to-­‐find,	  well-­‐taught,	  and	  readily	  available	  courses	  with	  ‘Catholic’	  in	  the	  title	  or	  course	  description”	  (Byron,	  2000,	  p.	  348).	  For	  Byron,	  such	  designations	  would	  be	  practical	  in	  several	  ways.	  First,	  it	  would	  encourage	  professors	  to	  integrate	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  into	  the	  curriculum	  in	  an	  explicit	  way	  without	  need	  for	  apology.	  It	  would	  also	  provide	  students	  who	  are	  looking	  to	  enhance	  their	  understanding	  of	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  with	  a	  menu	  of	  courses.	  Third,	  it	  would	  also	  give	  students	  who	  wish	  to	  avoid	  a	  faith	  tradition’s	  perspective	  on	  the	  subject	  a	  heads	  up.	  Finally,	  if	  the	  curriculum	  contained	  courses	  that	  integrated	  the	  Catholic	  tradition,	  it	  would	  influence	  hiring	  decisions	  as	  universities	  would	  need	  to	  hire	  faculty	  who	  are	  competent	  on	  the	  subject	  (Byron,	  2000).	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Similarly,	  Greeley	  (1999)	  laments	  that	  many	  Catholic	  universities	  abandoned	  the	  one	  thing	  they	  did	  well,	  integrating	  faith	  and	  reason	  particularly	  through	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition.	  By	  way	  of	  example,	  Greeley	  writes	  that	  in	  the	  late	  1990s,	  he	  reviewed	  the	  course	  catalogs	  of	  nearly	  a	  dozen	  Catholic	  universities	  looking	  for	  curricular	  offerings	  involving	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  and	  found	  little.	  That	  caused	  Greeley	  (1999)	  to	  ask	  why	  there	  “were	  no	  courses	  in	  Catholic	  poetry,	  fiction,	  literature,	  art,	  music,	  social	  theory,	  history?	  The	  history	  of	  the	  papacy?	  God	  in	  the	  movies?	  The	  nude	  in	  Catholic	  art?	  Varieties	  of	  Catholic	  spirituality?	  Crucial	  Catholic	  thinkers?	  Mary	  in	  the	  Catholic	  heritage?	  Major	  traditions	  in	  Catholic	  mysticism?	  Contemporary	  Catholic	  theologians?	  Images	  of	  Jesus	  in	  art	  and	  literature?”	  (pp.	  29-­‐30).	  
Theology	  Since	  the	  promulgation	  of	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae,	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  literature	  has	  also	  focused	  upon	  the	  role	  of	  theology	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (Carey,	  1999;	  Dulles,	  1997;	  George,	  1997;	  Haughey,	  1994;	  Heft,	  1997;	  Hellwig,	  1997).	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  states,	  “Theology	  plays	  a	  particularly	  important	  role	  in	  the	  search	  for	  a	  synthesis	  of	  knowledge	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  dialogue	  between	  faith	  and	  reason”	  (John	  Paul	  II,	  1990,	  p.	  19).	  O’Brien	  (1994b)	  notes	  that	  there	  is	  a	  general	  consensus	  that	  strong	  departments	  of	  theology	  or	  religious	  studies	  play	  an	  important	  role	  in	  helping	  Catholic	  universities	  sustain	  their	  Catholic	  identity.	  	  A	  big	  challenge	  regarding	  theology	  has	  centered	  upon	  the	  mandatum,	  a	  topic	  that	  has	  received	  more	  press	  than	  any	  other.	  Citing	  canon	  812	  of	  the	  Code	  of	  Canon	  Law,	  Ex	  
corde	  Ecclesiae	  called	  for	  Catholic	  professors	  of	  a	  theological	  discipline	  in	  a	  Catholic	  university	  to	  receive	  a	  “mandatum”	  from	  the	  local	  bishop.	  The	  mandatum	  “recognizes	  the	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professor’s	  commitment	  and	  responsibility	  to	  teach	  authentic	  Catholic	  doctrine	  and	  to	  refrain	  from	  putting	  forth	  as	  Catholic	  teaching	  anything	  contrary	  to	  the	  church’s	  magisterium”	  (Church,	  2000)..	  The	  mandatum	  arose	  because	  sometimes	  it	  was	  unclear	  to	  students	  whether	  Catholic	  professors	  in	  theology	  were	  teaching	  the	  faith	  of	  the	  church	  or	  the	  faith	  of	  the	  teacher	  (Haughey,	  1994)	  A	  second	  point	  by	  Haughey	  (1994)	  is	  related	  to	  the	  relatively	  recent	  division	  between	  the	  pastoring	  function	  of	  campus	  ministry	  and	  the	  critical	  reflection	  on	  faith	  performed	  by	  the	  theology	  department.	  This	  division	  promises	  more	  than	  it	  delivers	  because	  teaching	  theology	  must	  retain	  a	  pastoral	  element	  to	  it,	  especially	  since	  it	  normally	  involves	  students’	  reflection	  on	  the	  faith.	  In	  this	  regard,	  students	  need	  personal	  guidance.	  So	  Haughey	  believes	  that	  while	  the	  division	  of	  responsibility	  between	  campus	  ministry	  and	  theology	  has	  its	  benefits,	  it	  also	  can	  be	  problematic.	  The	  growing	  number	  of	  non-­‐Catholic	  students	  enrolling	  at	  Catholic	  universities	  has	  also	  made	  required	  theological	  courses	  problematic	  at	  times	  (Haughey,	  1994).	  While	  Hellwig	  (1997),	  notes	  that	  some	  institutions	  do	  not	  require	  non-­‐Catholics	  to	  take	  “confessional”	  courses,	  Heft	  (1997,	  p.	  198)	  asserts	  that	  theology	  should	  introduce	  all	  students,	  regardless	  of	  their	  religious	  background,	  to	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition.	  O’Meara	  (1994)	  believes	  Catholic	  students	  should	  be	  able	  to	  learn	  about	  their	  own	  faith	  before	  being	  introduced	  to	  other	  religions.	  According	  to	  Lawrence	  Cunningham,	  former	  chair	  of	  the	  theology	  department	  at	  Notre	  Dame,	  transforming	  theology	  programs	  into	  “Religious	  Studies”	  is	  an	  abdication	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university’s	  responsibility.	  “I	  would	  suggest	  that	  a	  theological	  faculty,	  dedicated	  to	  the	  Christian	  tradition	  in	  general	  and	  serious	  about	  its	  own	  denominational	  heritage	  in	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particular,	  is	  an	  essential	  part	  of	  the	  self-­‐identity	  of	  a	  denominational	  school”	  (as	  cited	  in	  Heft,	  1997,	  p.	  197).	  	  
Research	  Haughey	  (1996)	  contends	  that	  discussion	  about	  Catholic	  identity	  “will	  be	  endless	  talk	  unless	  it	  gets	  down	  to	  the	  research	  choices	  of	  the	  faculty”	  (p.	  25).	  This	  point	  is	  significant	  given	  the	  rising	  importance	  placed	  upon	  research	  within	  the	  academy	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  few	  if	  any	  Catholic	  institutions	  have	  created	  incentives	  for	  faculty	  to	  conduct	  mission-­‐centered	  research	  (Haughey,	  1996;	  Heft	  &	  Pestello,	  1999;	  Hellwig,	  2004a;	  Turner,	  1998).	  Based	  upon	  five	  principles	  for	  developing	  a	  Catholic	  research	  vision	  outlined	  by	  Haughey	  (1996),	  Benton	  Jr.	  and	  Hayford	  (1997)	  conducted	  a	  study	  at	  a	  Catholic	  research	  university	  to	  examine	  faculty	  attitudes	  regarding	  research.	  The	  results	  showed	  that	  while	  many	  faculty	  members	  believe	  they	  should	  do	  research	  for	  more	  altruistic	  reasons	  such	  as	  service	  to	  others	  and	  the	  search	  for	  truth	  (which	  tend	  to	  resonate	  with	  Catholic	  values);	  they	  often	  do	  research	  for	  more	  individual	  reasons	  such	  as	  tenure/career	  advancement	  and	  professional	  recognition.	  In	  summary,	  while	  some	  faculty	  recognized	  some	  value	  in	  “mission-­‐driven”	  research,	  the	  majority	  of	  respondents	  believed	  that	  the	  mission	  and	  identity	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university	  does	  not	  and	  should	  not	  influence	  their	  research	  choices	  (Benton	  Jr.	  &	  Hayford,	  1997).	  
Student	  Affairs	  While	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  does	  not	  explicitly	  address	  student	  affairs,	  increasing	  attention	  has	  focused	  upon	  its	  role	  in	  sustaining	  an	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  and	  for	  good	  reason.	  According	  to	  Estanek	  (1996,	  2002a,	  2005),	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  deal	  with	  some	  of	  the	  most	  controversial	  issues	  related	  to	  Catholic	  identity	  on	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Catholic	  campuses.	  Should	  the	  university	  recognize	  a	  GLBT	  student	  group	  or	  allow	  a	  campus	  production	  of	  the	  Vagina	  Monologues?	  What	  scope	  of	  health	  care	  services	  should	  be	  provided	  related	  to	  birth	  control?	  How	  aggressively	  should	  residence	  hall	  policies	  be	  enforced	  related	  to	  Catholic	  sexual	  mores	  (Estanek,	  1996,	  2002a,	  2005;	  Estanek	  &	  Larrey,	  1998)?	  In	  2005,	  a	  national	  survey	  sent	  to	  senior	  student	  affairs	  officers	  at	  Catholic	  universities	  asked	  them	  to	  list	  the	  most	  significant	  issues	  that	  student	  affairs	  faces	  related	  to	  Catholic	  identity.	  The	  top	  clustered	  responses	  in	  order	  of	  significance	  were:	  sexuality	  issues,	  religious	  diversity	  among	  students	  and	  staff,	  homosexuality	  issues,	  intolerant	  Catholic	  fundamentalism,	  and	  clergy	  sex	  abuse	  (Estanek,	  2005).	  These	  findings	  were	  comparable	  in	  many	  respects	  to	  the	  responses	  from	  a	  similar	  survey	  of	  senior	  student	  affairs	  officers	  conducted	  nearly	  ten	  years	  earlier	  (1996).	  In	  order	  to	  adequately	  address	  many	  of	  these	  issues,	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  need	  to	  have	  some	  understanding	  of	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  of	  which	  the	  Catholic	  moral	  tradition	  is	  a	  component	  (Estanek,	  2002a;	  Morey	  &	  Piderit,	  2006).	  These	  traditions	  have	  historically	  been	  a	  guiding	  force	  in	  the	  mission	  of	  Catholic	  universities.	  This	  is	  important	  because	  according	  to	  A	  Perspective	  on	  Student	  Affairs,	  “The	  role	  of	  student	  affairs	  is	  largely	  determined	  by	  the	  mission	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  institution”	  (NASPA,	  1987,	  p.	  7).	  Furthermore,	  it	  states	  that	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  are	  expected	  to	  “support	  and	  explain	  the	  values,	  mission,	  and	  policies	  of	  the	  institution”	  (p.	  12).	  Yet	  for	  many	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  at	  Catholic	  universities,	  this	  is	  a	  challenge.	  Although	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  know	  they	  are	  expected	  to	  incorporate	  their	  institution’s	  mission	  and	  values	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  student	  development	  theory	  and	  student	  affairs	  practice,	  they	  generally	  feel	  unable	  to	  do	  so	  due	  to	  an	  insufficient	  understanding	  of	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  (Estanek	  &	  Larrey,	  1998).	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A	  primary	  reason	  for	  this	  deficiency	  is	  that	  many	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  working	  in	  Catholic	  universities	  today	  received	  their	  student	  affairs	  training	  at	  secular	  institutions	  (Estanek,	  2001).	  While	  these	  programs	  prepared	  them	  well	  for	  student	  affairs	  work	  in	  general,	  graduates	  are	  rarely	  prepared	  for	  the	  unique	  issues	  often	  encountered	  in	  Catholic	  universities	  as	  they	  relate	  to	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission	  (Friday,	  2002).	  This	  is	  because	  there	  are	  fundamental	  philosophical	  differences	  between	  contemporary	  student	  development	  theory	  and	  practice	  and	  traditional	  Catholic	  teaching	  and	  tradition	  (Estanek,	  2002a).	  Recognizing	  the	  need	  to	  better	  prepare	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  for	  work	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  several	  important	  resources	  have	  been	  developed.	  First,	  in	  the	  1990s	  Estanek	  and	  other	  national	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  student	  affairs	  established	  an	  institute,	  and	  later	  association,	  for	  student	  affairs	  at	  Catholic	  colleges	  to	  provide	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  with	  opportunities	  to	  learn	  more	  about	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition;	  network	  with	  peers	  from	  other	  Catholic	  universities;	  discuss	  means	  to	  connect	  student	  affairs	  with	  Catholic	  identity;	  and	  apply	  it	  to	  practical	  situations	  on	  their	  campuses	  (Estanek	  &	  Larrey,	  1998).	  	  Estanek	  (2002b)	  and	  others	  also	  wrote	  Understanding	  Student	  Affairs	  at	  Catholic	  
Colleges	  and	  Universities	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  resource	  about	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  and	  student	  affairs.	  Finally,	  many	  of	  the	  same	  leaders	  developed	  the	  
Principles	  of	  Good	  Practice	  for	  Student	  Affairs	  at	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities	  “to	  provide	  a	  framework	  for	  reflection	  and	  conversation,	  planning,	  staff	  development,	  and	  assessment	  for	  student	  affairs	  professionals	  who	  work	  at	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities”	  (Estanek	  &	  James,	  2007,	  Introduction).	  This	  work	  was	  informed	  by	  the	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Principles	  of	  Good	  Practice	  for	  Student	  Affairs	  published	  in	  1996.	  According	  to	  Estanek	  (2005),	  while	  these	  efforts	  have	  helped,	  the	  most	  difficult	  and	  ongoing	  challenge	  for	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  Catholic	  identity	  is	  trying	  to	  make	  the	  Church’s	  teaching	  on	  sexuality	  meaningful	  to	  young	  adults.	  
Campus	  ministry	  Naturally,	  campus	  ministry	  plays	  a	  significant	  role	  in	  fostering	  and	  sustaining	  the	  Catholic	  ethos	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university	  as	  it	  is	  commonly	  the	  go-­‐to	  office	  for	  planning	  and	  coordinating	  religious	  activities	  and	  liturgical	  celebrations,	  particularly	  the	  Eucharist,	  often	  considered	  the	  quintessential	  expression	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith.	  Yet	  the	  literature	  suggests	  that	  ever	  since	  the	  1970s,	  campus	  ministry	  has	  often	  borne	  an	  undue	  share	  of	  responsibility	  for	  sustaining	  the	  campus-­‐wide	  religious	  culture	  and	  providing	  pastoral	  ministry	  to	  students	  on	  Catholic	  campuses.	  The	  U.S.	  Catholic	  bishops	  were	  one	  of	  the	  earliest	  to	  address	  this	  matter	  in	  Catholic	  
Higher	  Education	  and	  the	  Church’s	  Pastoral	  Mission	  (United	  States	  Conference	  of	  Catholic	  Bishops,	  1980),	  their	  first	  pastoral	  letter	  written	  specifically	  about	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  The	  bishops	  state	  that	  they	  “envision	  a	  Catholic	  university	  or	  college	  as	  an	  enterprise	  wholly	  committed	  to	  evangelical	  ministry.	  [Yet]	  to	  relegate	  this	  ministry	  to	  the	  institution’s	  periphery	  in	  an	  isolated	  department	  or	  office	  of	  ‘campus	  ministry’	  is	  to	  fault	  the	  university’s	  or	  college’s	  essential	  Catholic	  identity”	  (p.	  382).	  Furthermore,	  the	  bishops	  assert	  “this	  office	  is	  badly	  degraded	  if	  it	  is	  regarded	  only	  as	  something	  like	  a	  bookstore	  or	  student	  union,	  some	  sort	  of	  a	  convenience	  for	  those	  students	  who	  want	  a	  little	  religion	  on	  the	  side	  of	  their	  higher	  education”	  (p.	  382).	  Such	  comments	  were	  likely	  prompted	  by	  the	  relinquishment	  of	  the	  pastoral	  role	  once	  assumed	  by	  the	  departments	  of	  theology	  and	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religion	  due	  to	  increasing	  emphasis	  on	  academic	  work	  as	  well	  as	  the	  thinning	  number	  of	  religious	  and	  priests	  who	  once	  staffed	  these	  departments	  almost	  entirely.	  Five	  years	  later,	  the	  U.S.	  Bishops	  issued	  another	  pastoral	  letter	  titled	  Empowered	  by	  
the	  Spirit:	  Campus	  Ministry	  Faces	  the	  Future	  to	  address	  their	  concerns	  about	  the	  pastoral	  ministry	  of	  all	  Catholic	  students	  in	  American	  higher	  education;	  those	  attending	  secular	  universities	  (where	  Newman	  Centers	  are	  often	  located)	  as	  well	  as	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  (United	  States	  Conference	  of	  Catholic	  Bishops,	  1986).	  Therein,	  the	  bishops	  reiterated	  that	  campus	  ministry	  is	  “one	  of	  the	  important	  ways	  the	  church	  exercises	  her	  mission	  in	  higher	  education,”	  (¶21)	  which	  is	  “to	  preach	  the	  Gospel	  of	  Christ	  and	  to	  help	  the	  human	  family	  achieve	  its	  full	  destiny”	  (¶17).	  But	  they	  also	  reiterated	  that	  this	  mission	  is	  not	  the	  exclusive	  work	  of	  professional	  campus	  ministers	  as	  “all	  the	  members	  of	  the	  church	  on	  campus	  are	  called,	  according	  to	  their	  own	  gifts,	  to	  share	  in	  this	  ministry”	  (¶21).	  Although	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  does	  not	  use	  the	  term	  “campus	  ministry”	  (because	  it	  is	  used	  primarily	  in	  the	  U.S.	  and	  a	  few	  other	  countries),	  it	  does	  address	  the	  “pastoral	  ministry”	  of	  Catholic	  universities.	  It	  defines	  pastoral	  ministry	  as	  “that	  activity	  of	  the	  University	  which	  offers	  the	  members	  of	  the	  university	  community	  an	  opportunity	  to	  integrate	  religious	  and	  moral	  principles	  with	  their	  academic	  study	  and	  non-­‐academic	  activities,	  thus	  integrating	  faith	  with	  life”	  (38).	  Furthermore,	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  asserts	  that	  “a	  university	  community	  concerned	  with	  promoting	  the	  institution's	  Catholic	  character	  will	  be	  conscious	  of	  this	  pastoral	  dimension	  and	  sensitive	  to	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  it	  can	  have	  an	  influence	  on	  all	  university	  activities”	  (38).	  Two	  points	  that	  these	  three	  documents	  consider	  unequivocal	  are:	  1)	  that	  campus	  ministry	  should	  not	  be	  sole	  bearer	  of	  a	  university’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  2)	  that	  the	  pastoral	  ministry	  of	  students	  is	  a	  campus-­‐wide	  responsibility.	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In	  spite	  of	  these	  concerns,	  studies	  indicate	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  continue	  to	  rely	  significantly	  and	  perhaps	  inordinately	  upon	  campus	  ministry	  on	  both	  matters.	  In	  a	  national	  study	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  involving	  124	  senior	  administrators	  from	  a	  diverse	  group	  of	  33	  U.S.	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities,	  Morey	  and	  Piderit	  (2006)	  found	  that	  “campus	  ministry	  in	  most	  universities,	  and	  residence	  life	  in	  a	  few,	  bears	  the	  lion’s	  share	  of	  the	  responsibility	  for	  sustaining	  the	  campus-­‐wide	  religious	  culture”	  (p.	  185).	  Likewise,	  in	  a	  study	  investigating	  campus	  ministry’s	  contribution	  in	  sustaining	  the	  Catholic	  ethos	  of	  seven	  universities	  sponsored	  by	  the	  De	  La	  Salle	  Christian	  Brothers,	  senior	  administrators	  raised	  concerns	  regarding	  an	  overreliance	  upon	  campus	  ministry	  in	  this	  regard	  (Sanderl,	  2004).	  	  Catholic	  scholars	  agree.	  According	  to	  Gray	  and	  Sullivan	  (2008),	  there	  are	  “some	  natural	  tendencies	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  to	  ‘ghettoize’	  Catholic	  identity	  in	  [campus]	  ministry	  activities”	  (p.	  204).	  To	  overcome	  this	  they	  believe	  campus	  ministers	  should	  strive	  to	  incorporate	  the	  wider	  campus	  community	  in	  pastoral	  ministry	  and	  also	  “serve	  as	  catalysts	  for	  interdisciplinary	  discussion	  of	  mission	  integration	  and	  articulation”	  (p.	  204).	  Similarly,	  noting	  that	  “most	  Catholic	  students	  arrive	  on	  campus	  with	  a	  disappointing	  degree	  of	  religious	  illiteracy,”	  Heft	  (2008,	  p.	  214)	  recommends	  that	  campus	  ministers	  should	  place	  greater	  emphasis	  upon	  the	  intellectual	  development	  of	  students	  by	  sponsoring	  lecture	  series	  and	  involving	  faculty	  more	  in	  the	  mission	  of	  campus	  ministry.	  In	  many	  ways,	  these	  recommendations	  share	  the	  same	  concerns	  mentioned	  above	  by	  church	  authorities.	  Too	  often,	  excessive	  reliance	  upon	  campus	  ministry	  to	  bear	  much	  of	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  mission	  remains	  an	  enduring	  problem.	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Catholic	  identity	  v.	  sponsoring	  community	  charism	  The	  literature	  also	  notes	  that	  many	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  tend	  to	  downplay	  their	  Catholic	  identity	  in	  comparison	  to	  their	  sponsoring	  community’s	  religious	  identity,	  [e.g.	  Jesuit,	  Dominican,	  Franciscan,	  and	  the	  like]	  (Peter	  Steinfels,	  2003,	  2004).	  Particularly	  for	  university	  members	  who	  are	  not	  Catholic	  by	  creedal	  affiliation,	  the	  religious	  community’s	  charism	  acts	  as	  a	  buffer	  between	  them	  and	  Catholicism	  (Morey	  &	  Holtschneider,	  2003).	  Many	  also	  consider	  it	  to	  be	  more	  acceptable	  and	  inclusive	  of	  people	  with	  a	  wider	  range	  of	  beliefs	  (Burrows,	  1999).	  For	  example,	  Jesuit	  often	  implies	  among	  other	  things	  an	  emphasis	  on	  “Renaissance	  humanism	  and	  intellectual	  rigor,	  as	  well	  as	  theological	  venturesomeness,	  tolerance,	  and	  a	  commitment	  to	  social	  justice”	  (Peter	  Steinfels,	  2004,	  p.	  22).	  Jesuit	  education	  is	  also	  noted	  for	  instilling	  in	  its	  students	  a	  commitment	  to	  becoming	  “men	  and	  women	  for	  others”	  (Rombalski,	  2005).	  Similarly,	  
Dominicanism	  is	  often	  associated	  with	  “the	  life	  of	  the	  mind…	  [and]	  a	  path	  to	  holiness	  and	  wholeness”	  (Burrows,	  1999,	  p.	  26).	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  Catholic	  is	  often	  associated	  with	  creedal	  issues	  (Burrows,	  1999),	  doctrinal	  religious	  beliefs,	  and	  Church	  structures	  (Deshotels,	  2004).	  Some	  also	  find	  discussions	  of	  Catholic	  identity	  as	  “abstract,	  often	  boring,	  or	  when	  concrete	  (dealing	  with	  Vatican	  and	  bishops	  and	  orthodoxy),	  threatening”	  (O'Brien,	  1994a,	  p.	  1).	  Still	  others	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  describe	  at	  all	  (Rombalski,	  2005).	  Largely	  for	  these	  and	  perhaps	  other	  reasons,	  non-­‐Catholic	  faculty	  often	  do	  not	  feel	  comfortable	  nor	  qualified	  to	  speak	  about	  the	  college’s	  Catholic	  identity	  but	  have	  less	  reticence	  to	  discuss	  its	  Jesuit	  or	  Dominican	  identity	  (Burrows,	  1999;	  Peck	  &	  Stick,	  2008).	  Deshotels	  (2004)	  notes	  that	  universities	  with	  multiple	  religious	  identities	  must	  educate	  their	  members	  about	  what	  these	  identities	  mean	  to	  increase	  the	  chances	  for	  their	  support.	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In	  summary,	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  research	  has	  been	  conducted	  to	  understand	  faculty	  and	  administrator	  attitudes,	  opinions,	  and	  perceptions	  regarding	  the	  religious	  identities	  of	  their	  college	  or	  university	  and	  their	  academic	  work.	  What	  is	  clear	  is	  that	  those	  who	  work	  at	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  vary	  widely	  on	  the	  issue	  across	  numerous	  variables	  as	  well	  as	  within	  these	  variables.	  Such	  variations	  suggest	  that	  strategies	  and	  programs	  employed	  by	  institutions	  to	  strengthen	  their	  religious	  identity	  must	  understand	  and	  consider	  differences	  between	  targeted	  populations.	  Yet,	  such	  programs	  should	  also	  be	  careful	  not	  to	  stereotype	  such	  populations	  (e.g.	  faculty	  vs.	  administrators,	  Catholics	  vs.	  non-­‐Catholics,	  and	  the	  like).	  Because	  of	  the	  important	  role	  that	  faculty,	  administrators,	  and	  staff	  share	  in	  supporting	  their	  college’s	  religious	  identity,	  various	  strategies	  and	  programs	  are	  being	  employed	  with	  the	  ultimate	  goal	  of	  passing	  on	  the	  Catholic	  and	  sponsoring	  religious	  community’s	  tradition	  and	  culture.	  
Faculty	  and	  administrator	  attitudes	  about	  Catholic	  identity	  While	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  asserts	  that	  all	  members	  of	  the	  University	  community	  share	  in	  varying	  degrees	  the	  responsibility	  for	  sustaining	  and	  strengthening	  an	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity,	  faculty	  members	  bear	  one	  of	  the	  larger	  shares.	  For	  this	  reason,	  faculty	  have	  a	  significant	  influence	  upon	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  an	  institution’s	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission	  becomes	  part	  of	  its	  ethos	  and	  lived	  experience	  (Geiger,	  2003).	  Understanding	  how	  faculty	  members	  feel	  about	  this	  responsibility	  is	  important	  for	  any	  mission	  leader	  to	  know	  and	  understand.	  	  In	  a	  landmark	  study	  conducted	  in	  1995,	  Dwyer	  and	  Zech	  (Dwyer	  &	  Zech,	  1996,	  1998)	  surveyed	  a	  random	  sample	  of	  nearly	  three	  thousand	  full-­‐time	  faculty	  from	  ninety-­‐eight	  randomly	  selected	  colleges	  and	  universities	  regarding	  their	  attitudes	  about	  their	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institution’s	  Catholic	  mission	  and	  identity	  and	  its	  relationship	  to	  their	  academic	  work.	  Several	  major	  findings	  from	  the	  survey	  revealed	  that	  while	  faculty	  were	  generally	  not	  in	  favor	  of	  teaching	  Catholic	  values	  in	  the	  classroom	  nor	  requiring	  students	  to	  take	  additional	  theology	  or	  philosophy	  courses,	  they	  personally	  felt	  connected	  to	  the	  Catholic	  mission	  of	  their	  institution	  and	  believed	  that	  faculty	  who	  teach	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  should	  try	  to	  integrate	  their	  personal	  religious	  faith	  in	  their	  teaching	  and	  research	  (Dwyer	  &	  Zech,	  1996).	  While	  such	  findings	  underscored	  the	  challenge	  of	  getting	  faculty	  to	  bear	  their	  responsibility	  for	  sustaining	  Catholic	  institutional	  identity,	  they	  also	  alleviated	  fears	  that	  faculty	  in	  general	  were	  yielding	  to	  secularism	  and	  opposed	  to	  their	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission.	  Based	  upon	  the	  findings	  from	  this	  study,	  Dwyer	  and	  Zech	  (1998)	  made	  ten	  suggestions	  to	  help	  increase	  faculty	  support	  for	  the	  school’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission.	  Several	  of	  them	  are:	  1)	  appointing	  a	  standing	  faculty	  committee	  to	  help	  oversee	  Catholic	  identity	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  academic	  affairs.	  2)	  Recruit	  faculty	  to	  help	  mentor	  colleagues,	  especially	  junior	  faculty.	  3)	  Offer	  faculty	  workshops,	  seminars,	  speaker	  series,	  and	  the	  like	  that	  focus	  on	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  identity.	  4)	  Hold	  special	  liturgies	  and	  retreats	  to	  help	  foster	  the	  spiritual	  growth	  and	  faith	  of	  faculty.	  5)	  Develop	  faculty-­‐recruitment	  advertising	  that	  is	  explicit	  about	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission	  as	  well	  as	  expectations	  regarding	  candidate’s	  willingness	  to	  support	  it.	  6)	  Develop	  search	  committee	  guidelines	  for	  evaluating	  candidate	  potential	  for	  contributing	  to	  the	  mission.	  These	  recommendations	  as	  well	  as	  the	  lack	  of	  faculty	  consensus	  regarding	  the	  best	  courses	  for	  integrating	  faith	  and	  learning,	  teaching	  Catholic	  values,	  and	  integrating	  one’s	  own	  faith	  in	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their	  academic	  work	  reveal	  the	  enormous	  effort	  and	  challenge	  faced	  by	  colleges	  seeking	  to	  sustain	  their	  religious	  identity.	  In	  another	  national	  study,	  Dillon	  (2002)	  investigated	  the	  relationship	  between	  faculty	  and	  administrator	  dispositions	  towards	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  as	  well	  as	  their	  opinions	  regarding	  its	  integration	  with	  academic	  affairs.	  A	  random	  sample	  of	  1,680	  faculty	  members	  and	  672	  administrators	  from	  40	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  (also	  randomly	  selected)	  revealed	  that	  administrators	  were	  more	  likely	  than	  faculty	  to	  favor	  greater	  integration	  of	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  within	  the	  curriculum,	  support	  hiring-­‐for-­‐mission	  practices,	  believe	  that	  Catholic	  identity	  should	  be	  a	  high	  institutional	  priority,	  and	  attend	  weekly	  church	  services.	  The	  study	  also	  found	  that	  regular	  church	  attendance,	  regardless	  of	  faith	  tradition,	  was	  a	  stronger	  predictor	  of	  support	  for	  integrating	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  and	  academic	  work	  than	  creedal	  affiliation.	  Finally,	  the	  study	  also	  found	  that	  faculty	  at	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  are	  not	  a	  homogenous	  group	  with	  significant	  attitudinal	  differences	  on	  various	  aspects	  of	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  across	  Carnegie	  classifications.	  While	  these	  two	  national	  studies	  found	  a	  number	  of	  differences	  across	  and	  between	  faculty	  and	  administrators,	  they	  also	  revealed	  some	  similarities.	  Both	  studies	  found	  that	  respondents	  generally	  agreed	  that	  faith	  and	  learning	  should	  be	  related	  in	  some	  ways.	  The	  studies	  also	  revealed	  that	  although	  many	  non-­‐Catholic	  faculty	  are	  supportive	  of	  their	  institution’s	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission,	  Catholic	  faculty	  were	  generally	  more	  supportive	  than	  faculty	  from	  other	  faith	  traditions	  or	  no	  faith	  tradition.	  Both	  studies	  also	  found	  that	  faculty	  and	  administrators	  generally	  supported	  hiring	  for	  mission	  practices.	  Finally,	  the	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studies	  also	  reveal	  that	  there	  is	  a	  difference	  between	  research	  universities,	  comprehensive	  institutions,	  and	  liberal	  arts	  colleges	  regarding	  Catholic	  identity.	  
Strategies/programs	  to	  strengthen	  Catholic	  identity	  This	  section	  of	  the	  paper	  will	  examine	  various	  strategies,	  activities,	  and	  programs	  that	  the	  literature	  suggests	  as	  possible	  means	  to	  help	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  address	  their	  religious	  identity	  concerns.	  Within	  each	  subsection,	  this	  paper	  will	  also	  review	  any	  research	  that	  has	  been	  conducted	  in	  relation	  to	  such	  strategies	  and	  programs.	  The	  goal	  is	  to	  understand	  more	  clearly	  what	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  are	  doing	  to	  address	  their	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  how	  effective	  such	  activities	  appear	  to	  be.	  
Hiring	  for	  mission	  In	  recent	  years,	  “hiring	  for	  mission”	  has	  become	  part	  of	  the	  lexicon	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  The	  term	  generally	  refers	  to	  the	  practice	  of	  informing	  candidates,	  particularly	  for	  faculty	  and	  administrative	  positions,	  about	  the	  institution’s	  mission	  as	  well	  as	  considering	  each	  candidate’s	  potential	  contribution	  to	  and	  support	  of	  the	  mission	  as	  a	  criterion	  in	  the	  selection	  process	  (Heft	  &	  Pestello,	  1999;	  Passon,	  1997).	  The	  term	  does	  not	  mean	  hiring	  Catholics	  only	  (Breslin,	  2000;	  Heft,	  Katsuyama,	  &	  Pestello,	  2001;	  Heft	  &	  Pestello,	  1999).	  Prior	  to	  the	  1990s,	  hiring	  for	  mission	  was	  unheard	  of	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  as	  most	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  assumed	  that	  the	  embodiment	  of	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  identity	  was	  the	  responsibility	  of	  the	  congregational	  members	  alone	  (Panuska,	  1997).	  However,	  as	  the	  number	  of	  vowed	  religious	  declined	  and	  the	  teachings	  of	  Vatican	  II	  were	  assimilated,	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  began	  to	  realize	  that	  this	  traditional	  understanding	  was	  not	  only	  unsustainable	  but	  erroneous	  as	  well.	  To	  presume	  that	  the	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religious	  character	  of	  the	  campus	  was	  dependent	  solely	  upon	  the	  members	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  congregation	  was	  to	  deny	  the	  myriad	  of	  ways	  that	  lay	  faculty	  and	  staff	  contributed	  to	  the	  mission	  (Panuska,	  1997).	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  underscores	  this	  point	  stating	  “the	  responsibility	  for	  maintaining	  and	  strengthening	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  the	  university…	  is	  shared	  in	  varying	  degrees	  by	  all	  members	  of	  the	  university	  community	  and	  therefore	  calls	  for	  the	  recruitment	  of	  adequate	  university	  personnel,	  especially	  teachers	  and	  administrators,	  who	  are	  both	  willing	  and	  able	  to	  promote	  that	  identity”	  (Article	  4,	  §1).	  For	  this	  reason,	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  includes	  a	  general	  norm	  that	  all	  candidates	  be	  informed	  about	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  the	  institution	  before	  being	  hired	  (Article	  4,	  §2).	  	  Several	  years	  after	  the	  promulgation	  of	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae,	  George	  Marsden	  (1994a)	  published	  The	  Soul	  of	  the	  American	  University:	  From	  Protestant	  Establishment	  to	  Established	  
Nonbelief,	  a	  landmark	  study	  chronicling	  the	  disestablishment	  of	  many	  formerly	  religious	  colleges	  from	  their	  Protestant	  foundations.	  Marsden	  found	  that	  a	  primary	  reason	  why	  many	  church-­‐related	  institutions	  (e.g.	  Harvard,	  Yale,	  Vanderbilt,	  and	  Chicago)	  became	  secular	  was	  due	  to	  their	  adoption	  of	  policies	  that	  focused	  on	  hiring	  the	  best	  and	  brightest	  candidates	  regardless	  of	  their	  religious	  beliefs.	  Consequently,	  Marsden	  (1994b)	  warned	  Catholic	  universities	  that	  if	  they	  did	  likewise	  it	  will	  “simply	  [be]	  a	  matter	  of	  time	  until	  its	  faculty	  will	  have	  an	  ideological	  profile	  essentially	  like	  that	  of	  the	  faculty	  at	  every	  other	  mainstream	  university”	  (p.	  193).	  A	  study	  conducted	  around	  the	  same	  time	  found	  that	  nearly	  two	  thirds	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  U.S.	  were	  hiring	  the	  most	  qualified	  faculty	  regardless	  of	  their	  religious	  background	  (Dwyer	  &	  Zech,	  1996,	  p.	  16).	  The	  same	  study	  found	  that	  while	  nearly	  all	  institutions	  identified	  themselves	  as	  Catholic	  in	  faculty	  recruitment	  advertising,	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fewer	  than	  half	  reported	  that	  faculty	  was	  expected	  to	  be	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  mission.	  Similarly,	  less	  than	  half	  of	  the	  institutions	  surveyed	  had	  any	  hiring	  policies	  or	  guidelines	  for	  search	  committees	  indicating	  a	  responsibility	  to	  recruit	  candidates	  who	  would	  contribute	  to	  the	  Catholic	  mission	  (1996).	  However,	  a	  few	  years	  later	  another	  study	  involving	  36	  administrators	  from	  twelve	  diverse	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  revealed	  findings	  that	  conflicted	  with	  Dwyer	  and	  Zech’s.	  Heft	  and	  Pestello	  (1999)	  found	  that	  every	  institution	  sent	  their	  mission	  statement	  to	  candidates	  being	  invited	  for	  interviews.	  Each	  institution	  also	  stated	  that	  its	  mission	  statement	  was	  recently	  revised	  or	  in	  the	  process	  of	  being	  made	  clearer.	  Finally,	  each	  institution	  indicated	  that	  at	  least	  one	  administrator	  was	  designated	  to	  discuss	  the	  mission	  with	  each	  candidate	  and	  evaluate	  how	  well	  the	  candidate	  might	  contribute	  to	  the	  mission.	  	  While	  Heft	  and	  Pestello’s	  findings	  suggested	  widespread	  support	  for	  mission	  hiring	  practices,	  Dillon	  (2002)	  did	  not	  find	  the	  same	  degree	  of	  unanimity	  between	  faculty	  and	  administrators	  or	  between	  advertising	  and	  decision-­‐making.	  According	  to	  that	  study,	  91%	  of	  administrators	  were	  supportive	  of	  highlighting	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  the	  institution	  in	  recruitment	  materials	  and	  advertising	  compared	  to	  76%	  of	  faculty.	  In	  addition,	  although	  three	  of	  four	  faculty	  members	  supported	  such	  advertising,	  when	  they	  were	  asked	  about	  deciding	  between	  two	  “equally	  well	  qualified”	  candidates	  for	  a	  non-­‐theological	  position,	  whether	  the	  candidate	  who	  seemed	  more	  committed	  to	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  –	  regardless	  of	  the	  candidate’s	  religious	  affiliation	  –	  should	  get	  the	  job;	  47%	  responded	  yes,	  40%	  responded	  no,	  and	  13%	  were	  undecided	  (2002).	  	  The	  literature	  reveals	  various	  reasons	  why	  many	  faculty	  members	  are	  reticent	  about	  mission	  hiring.	  According	  to	  Passon	  (1997),	  some	  faculty	  are	  concerned	  that	  hiring	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for	  mission	  will	  limit	  diversity,	  be	  a	  litmus	  test	  for	  belief,	  compromise	  academic	  credibility,	  or	  tempt	  candidates	  to	  feign	  interest	  in	  religious	  identity	  simply	  to	  get	  the	  job.	  Such	  practices	  also	  raise	  important	  questions.	  How	  are	  mission-­‐supportive	  candidates	  identified?	  Will	  good	  candidates	  be	  turned	  off?	  Are	  there	  legal	  issues	  (Feeney,	  Gilman,	  &	  Alston	  Parker,	  1997)?	  In	  addition,	  Maloney	  (1996)	  reports	  that	  search	  committee	  members	  sometimes	  undermine	  the	  hiring-­‐for-­‐mission	  process	  telling	  candidates	  that	  the	  religious	  affiliation	  of	  the	  institution	  has	  no	  relevance	  to	  the	  experience	  of	  working	  there.	  On	  top	  of	  all	  this,	  faculty	  opinions	  on	  the	  matter	  can	  be	  polarized	  and	  driven	  by	  emotion	  (Kane,	  1997).	  For	  all	  of	  these	  reasons,	  hiring	  for	  mission	  appears	  to	  remain	  a	  controversial	  strategy	  for	  strengthening	  Catholic	  identity.	  
Critical	  mass	  Closely	  associated	  with	  hiring	  for	  mission	  is	  the	  concept	  of	  maintaining	  a	  “critical	  mass”	  of	  Catholic	  faculty.	  The	  contemporary	  use	  of	  this	  term	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  evolved	  from	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  which	  states:	  “In	  order	  not	  to	  endanger	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  the	  University	  or	  Institute	  of	  Higher	  Studies,	  the	  number	  of	  non-­‐Catholic	  teachers	  should	  not	  be	  allowed	  to	  constitute	  a	  majority	  within	  the	  Institution,	  which	  is	  and	  much	  remain	  Catholic”	  (pp.	  Article	  4,	  §4).	  According	  to	  Provost	  (1993),	  this	  norm	  is	  based	  on	  two	  underlying	  principles.	  First,	  addressing	  Catholic	  identity	  concerns	  in	  governing	  documents,	  policies,	  and	  programs	  is	  not	  enough	  without	  a	  sufficient	  presence	  of	  Catholics	  to	  put	  them	  into	  practice.	  Second,	  such	  presence	  is	  significantly	  more	  important	  among	  the	  faculty	  than	  it	  is	  among	  administrators,	  board	  members,	  and	  students.	  In	  other	  words,	  without	  a	  significant	  Catholic	  presence	  within	  the	  faculty,	  it	  will	  be	  difficult	  to	  sustain	  an	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity.	  Provost	  (1993)	  also	  notes	  that	  a	  critical	  mass	  should	  not	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necessarily	  be	  understood	  in	  a	  numerical	  sense	  (i.e.	  greater	  than	  50%).	  Consideration	  should	  be	  given	  to	  the	  cultural	  milieu	  of	  each	  college	  or	  university.	  This	  norm	  as	  well	  as	  the	  term	  critical	  mass	  can	  sometimes	  lead	  non-­‐Catholics	  to	  wonder	  if	  they	  are	  “non-­‐critical”	  and	  therefore	  less	  than	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  the	  university	  community	  (Matson,	  1994).	  Perhaps	  for	  this	  reason	  and	  others,	  Catholic	  scholars	  (Hehir,	  1993;	  McBrien,	  1994;	  O'Brien,	  1994b)	  who	  generally	  support	  the	  critical	  mass	  concept	  do	  not	  necessarily	  define	  “Catholic	  faculty”	  by	  creedal	  affiliation	  or,	  as	  previously	  mentioned,	  interpret	  the	  term	  in	  a	  numerical	  sense.	  For	  example,	  according	  to	  McBrien	  (1994)	  a	  critical	  mass	  is	  “(not	  necessarily	  a	  large	  majority,	  or	  even	  a	  simple	  majority)	  of	  faculty	  and	  administrative	  leaders	  who	  are	  committed	  and	  active	  Catholics	  and	  of	  non-­‐Catholics	  who	  respect	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  and	  support	  the	  university’s	  intention	  to	  be	  and	  to	  remain	  faithful	  to	  that	  tradition”	  (p.	  156).	  O’Brien	  (1994b)	  defines	  this	  core	  group	  as	  “faculty	  in	  all	  disciplines	  who	  are	  committed	  to	  the	  mission	  of	  the	  school,	  alert	  to	  the	  agenda	  of	  the	  American	  church,	  and	  ready	  to	  work	  on	  undergraduate	  and	  graduate	  programs	  that	  will	  bring	  fundamental	  issues	  of	  meaning	  to	  bear	  on	  the	  work	  of	  schools	  and	  departments”	  (p.	  120).	  Finally,	  Hehir	  (1993)	  adds	  that	  simply	  being	  Catholic	  does	  not	  guarantee	  that	  someone	  will	  be	  a	  productive	  participant	  in	  mission	  and	  identity	  conversations.	  Therefore,	  Hehir	  considers	  a	  critical	  mass	  to	  be	  “a	  core	  group	  of	  persons	  who	  have	  shown	  explicit	  interest	  in	  addressing	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  their	  institution”	  (p.	  30).	  While	  Catholic	  scholars	  generally	  agree	  that	  a	  critical	  mass	  does	  not	  have	  to	  be	  limited	  to	  Catholics	  nor	  constitute	  a	  50%	  majority	  of	  faculty,	  a	  number	  of	  studies	  have	  found	  that	  faculty	  and	  administrators	  who	  self-­‐identify	  as	  Catholic	  are,	  as	  a	  group,	  more	  supportive	  of	  mission	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and	  identity	  issues	  than	  their	  non-­‐Catholic	  counterparts	  (Dillon,	  2002;	  Heft	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  Heft	  &	  Pestello,	  1999).	  
Orientation	  for	  mission/faculty	  and	  staff	  development	  	  In	  addition	  to	  hiring	  for	  mission	  and	  sustaining	  a	  critical	  mass	  of	  “Catholic”	  intellectuals,	  the	  literature	  also	  addresses	  the	  importance	  of	  institutionally	  based	  faculty/staff	  orientation	  and	  development	  programs	  related	  to	  the	  school’s	  religious	  identity.	  According	  to	  Dwyer	  and	  Zech	  (1998),	  the	  most	  effective	  mission	  development	  programs	  are:	  1)	  faculty	  workshops	  focusing	  on	  the	  school’s	  Catholic	  identity,	  2)	  annual	  presidential	  addresses	  on	  the	  same	  topic,	  and	  3)	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  faculty	  committee	  to	  help	  oversee	  the	  effort.	  The	  latter	  was	  cited	  as	  the	  most	  effective	  of	  the	  three	  faculty	  development	  strategies.	  According	  to	  Zech	  (1999)	  senior	  faculty	  can	  also	  play	  an	  important	  role	  in	  assisting	  junior	  faculty	  develop	  an	  appreciation	  for	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  identity.	  Two	  studies	  (Caruso,	  2002;	  Haworth	  &	  Barry,	  2008)	  were	  found	  regarding	  what	  these	  programs	  involved	  and	  how	  effective	  they	  are.	  Both	  studies	  involved	  surveys	  of	  mission	  officers	  at	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Based	  upon	  responses	  from	  27	  Jesuit	  university	  mission	  leaders,	  Caruso	  (2002)	  found	  that	  mission	  development	  practices	  included	  orientation	  programs	  for	  new	  faculty	  and	  staff,	  retreats,	  discussion	  groups,	  lectures,	  campus	  celebrations,	  service	  projects,	  and	  collaborative	  projects	  with	  campus	  ministry.	  Mission	  office	  publications,	  mission	  awards,	  and	  religious	  art	  were	  also	  employed.	  The	  presence	  of	  these	  practices	  at	  respondent	  institutions	  ranged	  from	  a	  high	  of	  85%	  for	  “mission	  and	  identity	  discussion	  groups	  that	  gather	  around	  a	  meal”	  to	  nearly	  30%	  for	  “awards	  for	  outstanding	  contributions	  to	  the	  mission”	  (Caruso,	  2002,	  pp.	  462-­‐464).	  In	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terms	  of	  their	  effectiveness,	  the	  mission	  officers	  considered	  faculty	  and	  staff	  service	  projects	  the	  most	  effective	  strategy,	  followed	  by	  orientation	  workshops.	  None	  of	  the	  practices	  was	  considered	  a	  “neglected	  area	  needing	  total	  remediation”	  (Caruso,	  2002,	  pp.	  462-­‐464).	  So	  while	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  mission	  practices	  varied	  from	  one	  to	  another,	  all	  of	  them	  were	  considered	  at	  least	  satisfactory	  or	  better.	  Haworth	  and	  Barry	  (2008)	  also	  surveyed	  and	  interviewed	  mission	  officers	  at	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities	  to	  learn	  about	  the	  scope	  of	  their	  faculty	  and	  staff	  mission	  formation	  activities	  as	  well	  as	  their	  perceived	  value	  and	  effectiveness.	  Based	  upon	  responses	  from	  81%	  of	  the	  survey	  recipients	  and	  follow-­‐up	  telephone	  calls	  with	  7	  respondents,	  the	  researchers	  found	  four	  distinct	  categories	  of	  formational	  activities:	  educational,	  spiritual,	  experiential,	  and	  support/incentive.	  Educational	  formation	  included	  activities	  such	  as	  full	  and	  half-­‐day	  faculty/staff	  orientation	  sessions,	  mission-­‐themed	  speaker	  and	  luncheon	  series,	  and	  multi-­‐session	  orientations	  on	  mission	  and	  identity.	  
Spiritual	  formation	  involved	  the	  Ignatian	  Spiritual	  Exercises,	  Lenten	  and	  Advent	  evening	  reflections	  and	  retreats,	  and	  mission-­‐themed	  weekend	  retreats.	  Experiential	  formation	  activities	  provided	  faculty	  and	  staff	  opportunities	  to	  participate	  in	  international	  and	  U.S.-­‐based	  service	  immersion	  trips	  and	  annual	  community	  service	  days.	  Finally,	  
support/incentive	  programs	  included	  grants	  for	  mission-­‐related	  non-­‐core	  curriculum	  development,	  grants	  for	  mission-­‐related	  research	  projects,	  and	  policies	  to	  foster	  greater	  involvement	  in	  mission	  activities	  (Haworth	  &	  Barry,	  2008).	  Similar	  to	  Caruso’s	  study,	  experiential	  formation	  activities	  –	  particularly	  immersion	  trips	  and	  service	  days	  –	  were	  considered	  the	  most	  effective	  and	  valuable	  followed	  by	  spiritual	  retreats	  and	  mission-­‐themed	  seminars.	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Haworth	  and	  Barry	  (2008)	  also	  found	  that	  three	  “best	  practices”	  –	  more	  than	  specific	  programs	  –	  had	  greater	  effectiveness	  in	  faculty	  and	  staff	  formation.	  The	  best	  practices	  are:	  fostering	  conversations,	  developing	  relationships,	  and	  action-­‐oriented	  activities	  and	  experiences.	  Haworth	  and	  Barry	  note	  that	  people	  rarely	  appropriate	  and	  take	  ownership	  of	  new	  ideas	  and	  values	  unless	  they	  can	  find	  ways	  to	  make	  them	  their	  own.	  So	  practices	  that	  foster	  conversations	  create	  ongoing	  opportunities	  for	  faculty	  and	  staff	  to	  dialogue	  and	  reflect	  on	  mission	  statement	  values,	  ideas,	  and	  goals	  and	  how	  they	  might	  relate	  to	  their	  own	  interests	  and	  activities.	  Ideally,	  such	  conversations	  will	  lead	  to	  
developing	  relationships	  between	  faculty	  and	  staff.	  Particularly	  helpful	  were	  mentoring	  programs	  pairing	  new	  faculty	  and	  staff	  with	  senior	  members	  of	  the	  university.	  Such	  relationships	  often	  provide	  opportunities	  for	  mentors	  to	  share	  with	  new	  members	  their	  experiences	  of	  trying	  to	  integrate	  the	  Jesuit	  mission	  into	  their	  teaching,	  scholarship,	  and	  service.	  They	  also	  help	  new	  faculty	  members	  to	  realize	  that	  they	  are	  part	  of	  something	  larger	  than	  simply	  their	  academic	  department	  and	  area	  of	  expertise.	  Finally,	  action-­‐oriented	  programs	  and	  activities	  are	  often	  effective	  because	  they	  engage	  people	  in	  Ignatian	  values	  and	  principles	  on	  a	  visceral	  and	  intellectual	  level.	  Based	  upon	  these	  findings,	  Haworth	  and	  Barry	  (2008)	  found	  best	  practices	  and	  experiential	  formation	  programs	  to	  be	  most	  effective	  in	  forming	  faculty	  and	  staff	  as	  “partners	  in	  mission”	  (p.	  26).	  
Catholic	  Studies	  Programs	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  are	  another	  strategy	  being	  employed	  by	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  to	  address	  religious	  identity	  issues	  (Fisher,	  2007;	  Landy,	  1998;	  Liddy,	  2007).	  According	  to	  Heft	  (2009),	  googling	  “Catholic	  Studies”	  revealed	  the	  existence	  of	  over	  forty	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  at	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  the	  top	  100	  hits.	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Heft	  also	  notes	  that	  these	  programs	  can	  vary	  widely	  with	  some	  offering	  minors,	  others	  majors,	  while	  at	  least	  two	  Catholic	  studies	  programs	  offer	  graduate	  degrees.	  According	  to	  Renner	  (2000),	  most	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  offer	  courses	  that	  are	  “interdisciplinary	  and	  intended	  to	  build	  awareness	  of	  the	  intellectual	  history	  and	  tradition	  of	  the	  [Catholic]	  faith,	  not	  only	  incorporating	  theology,	  but	  also	  literature,	  culture	  and	  the	  arts”	  (p.	  22).	  Yet	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  are	  not	  the	  same	  as	  a	  theology	  program,	  religious	  studies	  program,	  or	  courses	  of	  comparative	  religious	  traditions.	  In	  other	  words,	  Catholic	  Studies	  is	  not	  a	  replacement	  for	  the	  theology	  or	  religious	  studies	  departments	  (Gentry-­‐Akin,	  2007).	  	  One	  goal	  of	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  is	  to	  help	  restore	  a	  “unifying	  philosophical	  vision”	  in	  the	  curriculum	  by	  the	  interdisciplinary	  nature	  of	  the	  courses	  (Liddy,	  2007).	  Another	  goal	  is	  to	  pass	  along	  Catholic	  traditions	  to	  students	  by	  educating	  them	  about	  the	  intellectual,	  moral,	  social,	  and	  aesthetic	  aspects	  of	  Catholicism.	  Still	  another	  is	  for	  Catholic	  Studies	  to	  be	  a	  resource	  for	  faculty	  development	  hosting	  forums	  for	  faculty	  dialogue	  on	  humanistic,	  religious,	  and	  interdisciplinary	  issues	  (Briel,	  2009).	  As	  one	  of	  the	  founders	  and	  current	  director	  of	  the	  Catholic	  studies	  program	  at	  the	  University	  of	  St.	  Thomas	  in	  Minnesota,	  Briel	  (2009)	  makes	  a	  significant	  case	  for	  the	  establishment	  of	  such	  programs.	  Briel	  believes	  they	  help	  achieve	  a	  primary	  goal	  for	  a	  Catholic	  university,	  to	  “work	  toward	  a	  higher	  synthesis	  of	  knowledge,	  in	  which	  alone	  lies	  the	  possibility	  of	  satisfying	  that	  thirst	  for	  truth	  which	  is	  profoundly	  inscribed	  on	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  human	  person”	  (John	  Paul	  II,	  1990	  as	  cited	  in	  Briel,	  2009,	  p.	  387).	  Yet	  as	  Briel	  notes,	  such	  efforts	  for	  a	  unity	  of	  knowledge	  from	  a	  Catholic	  perspective	  have	  never	  been	  the	  task	  of	  the	  entire	  faculty,	  rather	  they	  have	  traditionally	  been	  the	  effort	  of	  a	  minority	  group	  of	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Catholic	  intellectuals	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  whom	  were	  members	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  community.	  For	  this	  reason,	  Briel	  (2009)	  contends	  that	  a	  small	  cadre	  of	  Catholic	  intellectuals	  who	  serve	  as	  faculty	  in	  a	  Catholic	  Studies	  program	  could	  serve	  in	  a	  similar	  fashion	  as	  members	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  group	  once	  did,	  not	  as	  another	  silo	  within	  the	  university	  but	  as	  a	  resource	  for	  interdisciplinary	  discussions	  and	  forums	  on	  Catholic	  thought	  and	  culture.	  Yet	  Briel	  (2009)	  and	  Heft	  (2009)	  contend	  that	  Catholic	  Studies	  alone	  is	  not	  a	  panacea	  for	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  crisis	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  In	  fact,	  they	  can	  impact	  such	  efforts	  in	  a	  negative	  way.	  According	  to	  Heft	  (2009),	  if	  the	  faculty	  involved	  in	  establishing	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  have	  weak	  academic	  reputations,	  their	  efforts	  might	  be	  challenged	  and	  opposed	  by	  their	  peers.	  Likewise,	  administrators	  cannot	  force	  such	  programs	  upon	  faculty.	  And	  if	  Catholic	  Studies	  are	  largely	  funded	  by	  donors	  with	  religious	  ideologies,	  faculty	  may	  ignore	  them	  too.	  Briel	  (2009)	  too	  warns	  that	  Catholic	  studies	  can	  have	  the	  opposite	  effect	  than	  what	  was	  intended.	  This	  would	  happen	  if	  the	  presence	  of	  Catholic	  thought	  and	  discourse	  was	  marginalized	  to	  Catholic	  studies,	  and	  the	  university	  as	  a	  whole	  felt	  discharged	  from	  its	  obligation	  to	  integrate	  Catholic	  identity	  in	  all	  areas	  of	  campus	  life.	  Finally,	  critics	  sometimes	  assert	  that	  establishing	  Catholic	  Studies	  can	  “mark	  a	  return	  to	  the	  ghetto	  of	  Catholic	  triumphalism	  and	  isolation”	  (Briel,	  2009,	  p.	  386).	  In	  addition	  to	  these	  four	  strategies	  –	  hiring	  for	  mission,	  sustaining	  a	  critical	  mass	  of	  Catholics,	  orientating	  for	  mission,	  and	  establishing	  Catholic	  Studies	  programs	  –	  the	  institutionalization	  of	  mission	  leaders	  is	  another	  means	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  are	  utilizing	  to	  address	  mission	  matters.	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Mission	  Leaders	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  section	  is	  to	  examine	  literature	  specifically	  about	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  In	  addition,	  this	  section	  will	  review	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare.	  This	  literature	  is	  salient	  because	  even	  though	  there	  are	  significant	  differences	  between	  the	  nature	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  and	  Catholic	  healthcare,	  both	  have	  struggled	  in	  recent	  decades	  with	  the	  enduring	  problem	  of	  sustaining	  their	  Catholic	  mission	  and	  identity	  and	  both	  have	  seen	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  as	  a	  potentially	  viable	  strategy	  to	  help	  them	  address	  this	  issue.	  In	  addition,	  Catholic	  healthcare	  has	  focused	  upon	  the	  development	  of	  its	  mission	  leaders	  to	  a	  greater	  extent	  than	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  	  
Mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  A	  review	  of	  the	  literature	  reveals	  that	  Jesuit	  universities	  were	  among	  the	  early	  pioneers	  in	  establishing	  institutional	  structures	  and	  appointing	  mission	  leaders	  to	  coordinate	  and	  oversee	  nascent	  mission	  and	  identity	  activities	  (Appleyard	  &	  Gray,	  2000;	  Passon,	  1997).	  According	  to	  Passon	  (1997),	  the	  Office	  of	  Collaborative	  Ministry	  at	  Creighton	  University	  was	  established	  in	  1983	  charged	  with	  the	  task	  of	  addressing	  the	  question	  of	  maintaining	  the	  institution’s	  Ignatian	  identity.	  Five	  years	  later,	  Creighton	  hosted	  a	  national	  meeting	  of	  Jesuit	  institutions	  for	  individuals	  involved	  in	  mission-­‐oriented	  activities	  followed	  by	  a	  similar	  meeting	  two	  years	  later	  at	  Georgetown	  (Appleyard	  &	  Gray,	  2000;	  Passon,	  1997).	  In	  the	  early	  1990s,	  Xavier	  University	  became	  the	  first	  Jesuit	  institution	  to	  name	  a	  vice	  president	  for	  mission	  (Appleyard	  &	  Gray,	  2000).	  Around	  the	  same	  time,	  similar	  individuals	  at	  other	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities	  formed	  the	  “Coordinators	  of	  Mission	  and	  Identity,”	  which	  became	  a	  recognized	  conference	  within	  the	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Association	  of	  Jesuit	  Colleges	  and	  Universities	  in	  1993.	  Mission	  leaders	  at	  other	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  began	  asking	  with	  increasing	  frequency	  to	  attend	  their	  meetings	  since	  no	  similar	  group	  existed	  for	  non-­‐Jesuit	  institutions	  at	  the	  time	  (Appleyard	  &	  Gray,	  2000).	  The	  annual	  Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities	  conference	  held	  each	  February	  in	  Washington,	  D.C.	  now	  hosts	  a	  session	  open	  to	  all	  mission	  leaders	  to	  discuss	  contemporary	  issues.	  In	  addition	  to	  these	  historical	  accounts,	  several	  studies	  examined	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  In	  a	  1999	  study	  examining	  the	  relationship	  between	  Catholic	  universities	  and	  their	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  Holtschneider	  and	  Morey	  (2000)	  found	  that	  34	  of	  the	  172	  participating	  institutions	  (20%)	  reported	  having	  created	  a	  position	  dedicated	  to	  overseeing	  the	  mission	  and	  congregational	  identity	  of	  the	  college.	  In	  addition	  to	  these	  responsibilities,	  mission	  leaders	  at	  institutions	  with	  lay	  or	  non-­‐Catholic	  presidents	  were	  expected	  to	  help	  compensate	  for	  the	  non-­‐congregational	  status	  of	  the	  president.	  The	  study	  also	  found	  that	  even	  though	  a	  number	  of	  mission	  leaders	  had	  vice-­‐presidential	  ranking,	  the	  position	  often	  operated	  on	  the	  periphery	  of	  the	  institution	  rather	  than	  the	  mainstream	  (Holtschneider	  &	  Morey,	  2000).	  Morey	  and	  Piderit	  (2006)	  reported	  similar	  findings	  in	  a	  study	  examining	  the	  Catholic	  culture	  at	  thirty-­‐three	  broadly	  representational	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  According	  to	  the	  authors,	  campus	  communities	  often	  view	  mission	  leaders	  as	  outsiders,	  especially	  if	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  was	  influential	  in	  their	  appointment.	  And	  if	  the	  mission	  leader	  received	  insufficient	  presidential	  support	  or	  lacked	  university	  experience,	  especially	  within	  academic	  affairs,	  they	  were	  marginalized	  even	  further.	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Furthermore,	  their	  appointment	  was	  sometime	  interpreted	  as	  a	  lack	  of	  interest	  by	  the	  president	  in	  the	  religious	  character	  of	  the	  institution	  (Morey	  &	  Piderit,	  2006).	  	  Largely	  for	  these	  and	  other	  reasons,	  there	  has	  been	  considerable	  debate	  regarding	  the	  establishment	  of	  such	  a	  position.	  According	  to	  Currie	  (2004),	  some	  institutions	  have	  chosen	  to	  delegate	  the	  Catholic	  and	  sponsoring	  congregation’s	  mission	  responsibility	  to	  all	  major	  administrators;	  a	  strategy	  that	  many	  believe	  to	  be	  the	  ideal,	  Yet	  Currie	  warns	  that	  it	  is	  prone	  to	  fail	  without	  strong	  presidential	  leadership	  and	  oversight.	  Others	  agree,	  contending	  the	  mission	  and	  identity	  of	  the	  institution	  would	  be	  ignored	  unless	  someone	  with	  authority	  is	  given	  “a	  place	  at	  the	  table”	  as	  well	  as	  sufficient	  resources	  to	  sponsor	  initiatives	  to	  raise	  people’s	  awareness	  and	  understanding	  of	  the	  institution’s	  mission	  and	  identity	  (2000).	  Currie	  (2004)	  agrees,	  asserting	  that	  the	  mission	  leader’s	  title	  is	  not	  as	  important	  as	  whether	  the	  person	  is	  known	  and	  respected	  by	  the	  institution	  and	  has	  the	  capability	  to	  interact	  effectively	  with	  the	  entire	  campus	  community	  including	  the	  board,	  president,	  vice	  presidents,	  deans,	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  students.	  Besides	  the	  two	  surveys	  noted	  above,	  one	  other	  study	  was	  found	  regarding	  the	  role	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Magnaye	  (2007)	  conducted	  a	  qualitative	  case	  study	  of	  mission	  offices	  at	  four	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  to	  examine	  various	  factors	  related	  to	  their	  establishment.	  Magnaye	  found	  that	  mission	  offices	  were	  created	  primarily	  to	  counter	  for	  the	  loss	  of	  vowed	  religious	  and	  to	  encourage	  and	  assist	  the	  faculty	  and	  staff	  in	  assuming	  their	  appropriate	  responsibility	  for	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission.	  In	  terms	  of	  programming,	  mission	  office	  activities	  generally	  focused	  on	  faculty	  and	  staff	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  development,	  community	  service,	  and	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the	  integration	  of	  faith	  and	  learning.	  Several	  significant	  criteria	  in	  the	  selection	  of	  mission	  officers	  were	  academic	  credentials	  and	  experience	  as	  well	  as	  religious	  character,	  integrity,	  personality,	  and	  age.	  These	  characteristics	  were	  considered	  more	  important	  than	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  community.	  	  The	  study	  also	  identified	  a	  number	  of	  challenges	  facing	  mission	  operations,	  particularly	  in	  terms	  of	  mission	  assessment,	  due	  to	  difficulties	  related	  to	  identifying	  criteria	  for	  measuring	  effectiveness.	  A	  number	  of	  other	  challenges	  mentioned	  were:	  1)	  finding	  key	  faculty	  and	  staff	  to	  help	  foster	  mission-­‐related	  efforts,	  2)	  overcoming	  the	  dearth	  of	  Catholic	  intellectuals	  on	  campus,	  3)	  dealing	  with	  issues	  involving	  academic	  freedom	  and	  controversial	  student	  issues,	  4)	  struggling	  to	  influence	  cultural	  change,	  and	  5)	  shouldering	  financial	  and	  political	  issues.	  	  All	  four	  participating	  institutions	  claimed	  that	  having	  a	  mission	  office	  would	  continue	  to	  be	  essential	  to	  the	  university’s	  future.	  According	  to	  Magnaye	  (2007),	  “all	  presidents	  and	  mission	  officers	  interviewed	  call	  for	  the	  permanent	  institutionalization	  of	  the	  office.	  As	  identity	  and	  mission	  in	  every	  institution	  look	  for	  new	  expression	  and	  programs	  the	  mission	  office	  stays	  at	  the	  forefront	  of	  these	  endeavors”	  (pp.	  248-­‐249).	  This	  finding	  was	  similar	  to	  Caruso’s	  (2002)	  study	  involving	  27	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Participants	  in	  that	  study	  agreed	  that	  while	  the	  entire	  campus	  community	  is	  responsible	  for	  sustaining	  the	  mission,	  fulfillment	  of	  that	  responsibility	  should	  not	  be	  presumed	  or	  left	  to	  good	  intentions.	  Therefore,	  they	  believed	  that	  each	  institution’s	  mission	  must	  be	  stated	  in	  unequivocal	  language	  and	  promoted	  by	  a	  “chief	  officer”	  of	  the	  institution	  with	  the	  power	  and	  resources	  necessary	  to	  achieve	  its	  goals	  (Caruso,	  2002).	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Perhaps	  for	  this	  reason,	  a	  growing	  number	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  are	  establishing	  mission	  offices	  and	  committees.	  A	  national	  study	  of	  mission	  leaders	  conducted	  in	  2010	  found	  that	  139	  institutions,	  nearly	  two-­‐thirds	  of	  all	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities,	  now	  have	  an	  appointed	  mission	  leader	  compared	  to	  less	  than	  5%	  in	  1989	  and	  nearly	  30%	  in	  1999.	  Just	  over	  half	  of	  the	  participants	  are	  the	  first	  mission	  leader	  at	  their	  institution	  and	  over	  60%	  have	  served	  in	  that	  role	  for	  less	  than	  five	  years.	  In	  terms	  of	  mission	  activities,	  James	  et	  al.	  found	  mission	  leaders	  tended	  to	  be	  more	  engaged	  in	  orientation	  programs	  for	  administrators,	  staff,	  faculty,	  trustees,	  and	  students	  than	  they	  were	  in	  continuing	  formation	  programs.	  And	  less	  than	  a	  third	  of	  the	  mission	  leaders	  were	  engaged	  in	  any	  hiring	  or	  selection	  processes.	  Another	  significant	  finding	  is	  that	  half	  of	  the	  mission	  leaders	  held	  a	  joint	  appointment	  as	  a	  faculty	  member,	  administrator,	  or	  campus	  minister.	  In	  addition,	  almost	  half	  of	  these	  individuals	  consider	  their	  joint	  appointment	  as	  their	  primary	  responsibility	  suggesting	  they	  may	  consider	  it	  to	  be	  of	  greater	  importance.	  
Mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  Catholic	  healthcare,	  like	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  has	  been	  plagued	  by	  its	  own	  Catholic	  identity	  crisis	  (e.g.	  Cochran,	  2000;	  Curran,	  1997;	  Hehir,	  1995;	  McCormick,	  1998;	  O'Rourke,	  2001).	  Increasing	  market	  competition	  and	  financial	  pressures	  have	  caused	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations	  to	  think	  more	  about	  the	  “bottom	  line”	  (McCormick,	  1998,	  p.	  6).	  Such	  thinking	  has	  affected	  Catholic	  healthcare’s	  raison	  d’être;	  to	  carry	  on	  the	  healing	  ministry	  of	  Christ	  particularly	  among	  the	  indigent	  and	  marginalized	  (O'Rourke,	  2001;	  Zimbelman,	  2000).	  In	  addition,	  government	  regulations	  continue	  to	  challenge	  the	  Ethical	  
and	  Religious	  Directives	  for	  Catholic	  Health	  Care	  Services,	  a	  document	  promulgated	  by	  the	  U.S.	  Catholic	  bishops	  in	  1995	  and	  updated	  in	  2001,	  that	  forbids	  Catholic	  healthcare	  
   
 
 55	  
organizations	  from	  engaging	  in	  activities	  the	  Church	  considers	  unethical	  such	  as	  abortion,	  euthanasia,	  assisted	  suicide,	  and	  direct	  sterilization	  (USCCB,	  2001,	  p.	  162).	  These	  pressures	  and	  other	  isomorphic	  tendencies	  have	  yielded	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations	  that	  increasingly	  resemble	  other	  non-­‐profit	  and/or	  for	  profit	  health	  care	  providers	  (White	  &	  Dandi,	  2009).	  Without	  a	  tangible	  and	  noticeable	  distinctiveness,	  Cochran	  (2000)	  claims	  that	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations	  fail	  the	  “identity	  challenge”	  (p.	  15).	  For	  these	  reasons	  and	  others,	  the	  emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  within	  Catholic	  healthcare	  has	  become	  an	  important	  strategy	  for	  sustaining	  its	  mission	  and	  ethical	  values.	  
Emergence	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  Mission	  leaders	  began	  to	  emerge	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  in	  the	  1970s	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  declining	  numbers	  of	  religious	  women	  serving	  in	  Catholic	  hospitals	  as	  nurses	  and	  administrators	  (Grant,	  1999).	  According	  to	  Grant	  (1999),	  the	  appointments	  were	  a	  grassroots	  effort	  “to	  keep	  the	  connection	  between	  the	  Church	  and	  the	  ministry	  alive”	  (p.	  19).	  The	  initial	  mission	  pioneers	  frequently	  had	  to	  define	  and	  legitimize	  their	  position	  within	  the	  organization	  due	  to	  confusion	  and	  ambiguity	  regarding	  their	  role	  and	  responsibilities.	  In	  addition,	  many	  early	  mission	  leaders	  –	  particularly	  those	  without	  healthcare	  experience	  –	  reported	  feeling	  marginalized	  and	  lacking	  legitimacy	  as	  their	  contributions	  were	  not	  always	  apparent	  to	  others	  (Grant,	  1999).	  Sometimes	  they	  also	  reported	  experiences	  of	  being	  “dismissed”	  when	  mission	  was	  viewed	  as	  irrelevant	  in	  hospital	  affairs	  such	  as	  mergers,	  joint	  ventures,	  contracts,	  and	  other	  seemingly	  mission-­‐related	  matters	  (Jones,	  1997).	  However,	  in	  many	  cases	  their	  effectiveness	  increased	  as	  their	  role	  evolved.	  Grant	  (1999)	  describes	  this	  evolution	  from	  initially	  being	  a	  “mascot”	  to	  becoming	  a	  “mentor”	  to	  becoming	  “mainstream”	  (p.	  19).	  As	  mascots,	  mission	  leaders	  are	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preoccupied	  with	  building	  mission	  awareness,	  developing	  mission	  statements,	  and	  organizing	  specialized	  activities.	  Mentors	  are	  focused	  on	  human	  resource	  activities,	  mission	  education,	  and	  mission	  performance.	  Finally,	  mainstreamed	  mission	  leaders	  are	  involved	  in	  guiding	  strategic	  planning,	  mission	  accountability,	  and	  mission	  integration	  (Grant,	  1999).	  Aware	  of	  mission	  leaders’	  struggle	  and	  their	  vitality	  to	  the	  future	  of	  Catholic	  healthcare,	  national	  organizations	  such	  as	  the	  Catholic	  Healthcare	  Association	  of	  the	  United	  States	  (CHA)	  began	  to	  develop	  and	  host	  seminars	  and	  conferences	  on	  the	  topic	  of	  mission	  leadership	  (Grant,	  1999).	  CHA	  also	  conducted	  several	  studies	  (Jones,	  1997;	  Stanley,	  1994;	  Talone,	  2006a,	  2006b)	  to	  learn	  more	  about	  mission	  leaders’	  roles	  and	  responsibilities,	  their	  education	  and	  experience,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  competencies	  (skills,	  knowledge,	  and	  abilities)	  they	  needed	  to	  be	  effective.	  Since	  these	  surveys	  were	  similar	  in	  various	  ways,	  the	  following	  section	  will	  review	  them	  together.	  Several	  years	  later,	  due	  to	  the	  rise	  of	  mission	  leaders	  at	  the	  system	  level,	  a	  second	  study	  (Jones,	  1997)	  was	  performed	  to	  learn	  about	  system-­‐level	  mission	  leaders’	  needs	  relative	  to	  their	  professional	  development.	  Finally,	  in	  2006	  another	  national	  study	  of	  mission	  leaders	  was	  sponsored	  by	  CHA	  (Talone,	  2006a,	  2006b).	  This	  study	  was	  sent	  to	  nearly	  700	  mission	  leaders	  ministering	  at	  the	  facility,	  region,	  and	  system	  level.	  It	  asked	  many	  of	  the	  same	  questions	  included	  in	  the	  1993	  survey	  seeking	  to	  understand	  how	  the	  position	  had	  evolved.	  Between	  1993	  and	  2006,	  the	  percentage	  of	  mission	  leaders	  who	  were	  religious	  or	  priests	  dropped	  from	  95%	  to	  66%	  (CHA,	  2009a).	  This	  trend	  underscored	  the	  need	  to	  train	  well-­‐formed	  lay	  leaders	  who	  can	  continue	  the	  religious	  tradition	  begun	  by	  vowed	  religious	  (O'Connell	  &	  Shea,	  2009).	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Roles	  and	  Responsibilities	  In	  regards	  to	  their	  role	  within	  their	  healthcare	  organization,	  a	  random	  sample	  of	  63	  mission	  leaders	  at	  acute	  care	  facilities	  across	  the	  U.S.	  found	  that	  mission	  leaders	  viewed	  themselves	  as	  “catalysts,	  tone	  setters,	  direction	  setters,	  and	  question	  raisers”	  as	  well	  as	  “facilitators,	  resource	  persons,	  educators,	  and	  visionaries”	  (Stanley,	  1994,	  p.	  29).	  Respondents	  also	  underscored	  the	  importance	  of	  leading	  by	  example	  and	  being	  a	  visible	  symbol	  of	  the	  commitment	  to	  Gospel	  values	  (Stanley,	  1994).	  Mission	  leader’s	  four	  primary	  responsibilities	  were	  1)	  developing	  and	  implementing	  mission-­‐related	  programs;	  2)	  consulting	  on	  sponsorship,	  mission,	  ethics,	  Church	  teaching,	  and	  theology;	  3)	  overseeing	  educational	  and	  orientation	  activities;	  and	  4)	  conducting	  activities	  related	  to	  leadership	  and	  management	  development.	  Still	  other	  responsibilities	  included	  group	  facilitation,	  staff	  support,	  policy	  development,	  advocacy,	  social	  accountability,	  and	  community	  needs	  assessments	  (Stanley,	  1994).	  	  Several	  years	  later,	  a	  second	  study	  (Jones,	  1997)	  was	  conducted	  to	  learn	  about	  the	  needs	  of	  mission	  leaders	  at	  the	  system	  level	  relative	  to	  their	  professional	  development	  [A	  healthcare	  system	  is	  an	  organization	  that	  owns	  and	  operates	  a	  number	  of	  healthcare	  facilities	  such	  as	  Catholic	  Healthcare	  West	  with	  40	  hospitals	  and	  medical	  centers	  located	  in	  California,	  Arizona,	  and	  Nevada.	  See	  www.chwhealth.org].	  This	  study	  found	  that	  system-­‐level	  mission	  leader	  responsibilities	  were	  similar	  to	  those	  of	  their	  counterparts	  at	  the	  acute	  care	  level	  (e.g.	  a	  hospital).	  In	  addition,	  90%	  percent	  of	  the	  respondents	  were	  involved	  in	  education	  regarding	  mission	  and	  ministry	  and	  more	  than	  half	  indicated	  they	  were	  responsible	  for	  clinical	  ethics,	  mission	  consideration	  of	  business	  issues,	  management	  and	  board	  education,	  spirituality	  development,	  and	  social	  ethics.	  Most	  systems-­‐level	  mission	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leaders	  delegated	  employee	  orientation	  to	  the	  facility	  level	  while	  retaining	  responsibility	  for	  manager	  and	  trustee	  orientation	  (Jones,	  1997).	  	  Competencies	  In	  addition	  to	  their	  roles	  and	  responsibilities,	  these	  two	  studies	  as	  well	  as	  a	  third	  study	  inquired	  about	  the	  competencies	  (knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities)	  necessary	  to	  be	  an	  effective	  mission	  leader.	  According	  to	  Talone	  (Talone,	  2006a,	  2006b),	  the	  third	  study	  was	  conducted	  in	  2006	  due	  to	  numerous	  inquiries	  from	  CEOs,	  sponsors,	  board	  members,	  and	  mission	  leaders	  looking	  for	  assistance	  in	  ascertaining	  what	  they	  should	  be	  looking	  for	  in	  a	  mission	  leader	  and	  whether	  there	  are	  ministry	  norms	  in	  terms	  of	  educational	  background,	  qualifications,	  salaries,	  and	  the	  like.	  Sent	  to	  over	  700	  mission	  leaders	  at	  the	  facility	  and	  system	  level,	  the	  survey	  had	  a	  response	  rate	  of	  greater	  than	  50%.	  	  According	  to	  Talone	  (2006b),	  responses	  from	  the	  1993	  and	  2006	  surveys	  were	  very	  similar	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  competencies	  mission	  leaders	  identified	  as	  essential.	  Important	  bodies	  of	  knowledge	  included	  the	  Catholic	  healthcare	  ministry,	  scripture	  and	  spirituality,	  the	  sponsor’s	  charism,	  and	  current	  issues	  in	  clinical	  and	  corporate	  ethics.	  Necessary	  skills	  encompassed	  interpersonal	  skills,	  listening	  and	  oral/written	  communication	  skills,	  organizational	  development	  skills,	  and	  adult	  education	  skills.	  Finally,	  abilities	  to	  foster	  teamwork,	  lead	  and	  facilitate	  groups,	  resolve	  conflicts/labor	  relations,	  and	  coordinate	  liturgical	  celebrations	  were	  also	  considered	  essential	  (Stanley,	  1994;	  Talone,	  2006b).	  Jones	  (1997)	  also	  found	  that	  over	  90%	  of	  the	  system-­‐level	  mission	  leaders	  ranked	  interpersonal	  skills	  and	  well-­‐balanced	  spiritual	  integration	  as	  "very	  significant"	  while	  more	  than	  half	  of	  the	  respondents	  also	  ranked	  leadership	  development,	  management	  skills,	  and	  spiritual/formation	  background	  to	  be	  very	  significant	  (Jones,	  1997).	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Education	  and	  experience	  In	  terms	  of	  educational	  preparation,	  the	  2006	  study	  found	  that	  82%	  of	  the	  respondents	  possessed	  graduate-­‐level	  degree	  (14%	  doctorates	  and	  68%	  master’s	  degrees),	  up	  from	  slightly	  more	  than	  half	  in	  1993.	  In	  terms	  of	  important	  fields	  of	  graduate	  academic	  preparation	  for	  future	  mission	  leaders,	  the	  2006	  respondents	  ranked	  ethics,	  spirituality,	  ministry,	  and	  theology,	  in	  order	  of	  importance.	  Slightly	  more	  than	  half	  of	  the	  2006	  respondents	  also	  listed	  having	  some	  expertise	  (education	  and	  experience)	  in	  theology,	  followed	  by	  ethics,	  formative	  spirituality,	  counseling,	  organizational	  development,	  health	  administration,	  and	  nursing	  (Talone,	  2006b).	  
Development	  of	  a	  competency	  model	  The	  literature	  also	  reveals	  that	  in	  addition	  to	  conducting	  these	  studies	  and	  hosting	  educational	  seminars	  for	  mission	  leaders,	  the	  CHA	  also	  invested	  considerable	  efforts	  into	  developing	  a	  competency	  model	  to	  identify	  important	  competencies	  for	  effective	  mission	  leadership.	  Using	  a	  competency	  assessment	  methodology	  developed	  by	  Hay	  McBer,	  Inc.,	  Larrere	  and	  McClelland	  (1994)	  conducted	  an	  initial	  study	  titled	  Transformational	  
Leadership	  for	  the	  Healing	  Ministry:	  Competencies	  for	  the	  Future.	  The	  study	  identified	  18	  competencies	  needed	  for	  superior	  mission	  leadership	  within	  Catholic	  healthcare	  that	  fit	  into	  four	  “clusters”:	  spirituality,	  caring	  for	  people,	  professional	  expertise,	  and	  integration	  and	  action.	  Fifty	  percent	  of	  the	  competencies	  were	  unique	  to	  Catholic	  healthcare;	  something	  Larrere	  and	  McClelland	  (1994)	  noted	  to	  be	  unusual	  as	  normally	  about	  80%	  of	  the	  competencies	  in	  a	  newly	  developed	  model	  fit	  a	  pre-­‐established	  list	  of	  24	  leadership	  competencies	  developed	  from	  prior	  research	  studies.	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In	  spite	  of	  this	  study,	  Grant	  (1999)	  notes	  that	  cultural	  differences	  between	  different	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations	  inhibited	  agreement	  regarding	  what	  competencies	  were	  necessary	  for	  mission	  leadership.	  This	  was	  significant	  because	  the	  need	  for	  such	  consensus	  among	  mission	  leaders	  was	  becoming	  increasingly	  apparent.	  For	  this	  reason,	  a	  new	  list	  of	  competencies	  was	  developed	  from	  input	  provided	  by	  mission	  leaders	  and	  academic	  theologians	  attending	  CHA’s	  1998	  System	  Mission	  Leadership	  Forum	  (CHA,	  1999,	  2000;	  Grant,	  1999).	  Key	  clusters	  or	  areas	  of	  competence	  in	  this	  new	  study	  were	  theology,	  spirituality,	  healthcare	  ethics,	  organizational	  awareness/dynamics,	  and	  leadership	  development.	  Important	  personal	  qualifications	  were	  also	  identified.	  They	  included	  teamwork,	  spiritual	  maturity,	  and	  tolerance	  for	  ambiguity	  among	  others	  (CHA,	  1999,	  2000).	  This	  competency	  model	  was	  created	  to	  provide	  Catholic	  academic	  institutions	  a	  guide	  for	  developing	  theological	  education	  programs	  and	  curricula	  appropriate	  for	  future	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  (CHA,	  1999).	  It	  was	  also	  developed	  as	  a	  tool	  for	  mission	  leaders	  own	  self-­‐assessment	  purposes	  (CHA,	  2000).	  Finally,	  the	  model	  was	  also	  intended	  to	  be	  a	  guide	  for	  Catholic	  healthcare	  systems	  as	  they	  designed	  mission	  roles	  specific	  for	  their	  organizations	  (Yanofchick,	  2009).	  	  Due	  to	  the	  increasing	  complexity	  of	  Catholic	  healthcare	  and	  the	  need	  to	  develop	  a	  broader	  range	  of	  competencies	  for	  mission	  leaders	  at	  every	  level	  and	  decision-­‐making	  topic,	  the	  model	  was	  revised	  beginning	  in	  2008	  (CHA,	  2009a;	  Yanofchick,	  2009).	  The	  process	  of	  revision	  involved	  more	  than	  200	  mission	  leaders,	  CEOs,	  and	  sponsoring	  congregations	  using	  online	  surveys,	  personal	  interviews,	  and	  focus	  groups	  to	  learn	  what	  is	  needed	  most	  from	  a	  mission	  leader.	  Five	  key	  areas	  of	  competence	  listed	  in	  the	  revised	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model	  are:	  leadership,	  theology,	  spirituality,	  ethics,	  and	  organizational	  management	  (CHA,	  2009a).	  	  According	  to	  Yanofchick	  (2009),	  leadership	  is	  listed	  first	  because	  such	  skills	  are	  essential	  in	  developing	  a	  collaborative	  spirit	  around	  mission	  particularly	  when	  the	  organization	  is	  marked	  by	  diversity.	  Theological	  knowledge	  is	  also	  critical	  to	  help	  the	  organization	  integrate	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  within	  its	  operations.	  Spirituality	  is	  crucial	  to	  help	  people	  make	  meaning	  of	  the	  mission	  and	  a	  part	  of	  their	  lived	  experience.	  Health	  care	  
ethics	  is	  important	  particularly	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations	  that	  do	  not	  have	  a	  full-­‐time	  ethicist.	  Finally,	  organizational	  management	  lends	  to	  a	  mission	  leader’s	  credibility	  among	  other	  healthcare	  executives	  (Yanofchick,	  2009).	  
Summary	  This	  chapter	  began	  with	  a	  review	  of	  historical	  literature	  that	  highlighted	  various	  factors	  that	  caused	  numerous	  changes	  within	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  in	  the	  1960s	  and	  early	  1970s.	  While	  many	  of	  those	  changes	  improved	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  in	  significant	  ways,	  they	  also	  diminished	  the	  once	  distinct	  nature	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  and	  marginalized	  its	  religious	  mission.	  As	  a	  result,	  a	  protracted	  dialogue	  among	  Catholic	  educators	  and	  Church	  hierarchy	  transpired	  in	  the	  1970s	  and	  1980s	  culminating	  with	  the	  promulgation	  of	  Ex	  corde	  Ecclesiae	  in	  1990,	  an	  apostolic	  exhortation	  on	  the	  nature	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university	  by	  Pope	  John	  Paul	  II.	  Yet	  in	  spite	  of	  this	  document,	  numerous	  challenges	  caused	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  crisis	  to	  become	  an	  enduring	  problem	  that	  Catholic	  universities	  have	  wrestled	  with	  ever	  since.	  Various	  strategies	  have	  been	  considered	  and	  employed	  to	  address	  the	  problem	  but	  their	  effectiveness	  has	  been	  uncertain.	  Likewise,	  Catholic	  universities	  have	  followed	  the	  lead	  of	  Catholic	  healthcare	  organizations,	  which	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have	  similar	  Catholic	  identity	  struggles,	  appointing	  mission	  leaders	  to	  oversee	  campus-­‐wide	  efforts	  to	  articulate	  and	  integrate	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  mission.	  	  However,	  similar	  to	  the	  marginalization	  of	  the	  mission,	  the	  literature	  reveals	  that	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  also	  tend	  to	  be	  marginalized	  and	  operate	  more	  on	  the	  periphery	  rather	  than	  the	  mainstream	  of	  their	  institutions.	  While	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  experienced	  a	  similar	  phenomenon,	  the	  Catholic	  healthcare	  literature	  reveals	  many	  have	  gradually	  increased	  their	  effectiveness.	  This	  is	  partly	  due	  to	  the	  identification	  and	  development	  of	  a	  competency	  model	  to	  foster	  their	  development	  and	  to	  help	  Catholic	  healthcare	  identify	  the	  qualities	  to	  look	  for	  in	  future	  mission	  leaders.	  Similar	  studies	  are	  needed	  to	  determine	  the	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities	  that	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  need	  to	  be	  effective.	  It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  understand	  what	  job	  responsibilities	  mission	  leaders	  should	  focus	  upon	  the	  most.	  
   
 
 63	  
CHAPTER	  3:	  RESEARCH	  METHOD	  
Introduction	  As	  described	  in	  chapter	  one,	  the	  primary	  aim	  of	  this	  research	  study	  is	  to	  explore,	  identify,	  and	  develop	  a	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  regarding	  the	  essential	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  as	  well	  as	  the	  competencies	  (e.g.	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  other	  characteristics)	  they	  need	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  assisting	  their	  college	  or	  university	  sustain	  its	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission.	  	  To	  discover	  what	  these	  essential	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  competencies	  are,	  I	  intend	  to	  use	  an	  “often	  overlooked”	  research	  methodology	  in	  higher	  education	  called	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  (Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995,	  p.	  423)	  which	  was	  developed	  and	  designed	  for	  consensus-­‐building	  purposes	  (Dalkey	  &	  Helmer,	  1963).	  To	  understand	  how	  the	  technique	  achieved	  this	  aim,	  this	  chapter	  begins	  with	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  research	  design	  as	  well	  as	  a	  description	  of	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  including	  key	  characteristics,	  advantages	  and	  disadvantages,	  and	  the	  rationale	  for	  using	  it.	  Then	  it	  reviews	  the	  steps	  involved	  in	  developing	  the	  survey	  instruments	  and	  selecting	  the	  study	  participants;	  followed	  by	  the	  data-­‐gathering	  procedures	  and	  data	  analysis.	  Finally,	  this	  chapter	  reviews	  the	  format	  for	  reporting	  the	  data	  and	  framework	  for	  discussing	  the	  findings.	  The	  research	  questions	  are	  restated	  as	  follows:	  
Research	  questions	  
• What	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties	  do	  expert	  mission	  officers	  perceive	  to	  be	  fundamental	  or	  essential	  (versus	  incidental	  or	  marginal)	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	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fulfill	  in	  helping	  their	  college	  or	  university	  sustain	  its	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission?	  
• What	  competencies	  (e.g.	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities)	  do	  expert	  mission	  officers	  perceive	  to	  be	  essential	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  fulfilling	  their	  essential	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties?	  Essential	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  the	  tasks	  considered	  fundamental	  to	  the	  job,	  a	  core,	  critical,	  or	  basic	  component,	  of	  the	  position.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  marginal	  job	  duties	  are	  tasks	  deemed	  relatively	  incidental	  to	  the	  position’s	  existence	  and	  purpose.	  Consequently,	  essential	  job	  duties	  should	  not	  be	  assigned	  elsewhere,	  whereas	  marginal	  job	  duties	  can	  be	  made	  part	  of	  another	  position	  (Ming	  Chow	  &	  Kleiner,	  2002).	  	  Ambiguity	  about	  the	  meaning	  of	  the	  word	  “competency”	  may	  also	  indicate	  some	  need	  for	  clarity	  (Parry,	  1996,	  1998).	  In	  a	  seminal	  work	  titled	  The	  Competent	  Manager,	  Richard	  E.	  Boyatzis	  (1982)	  defines	  job	  competency	  as	  “an	  underlying	  characteristic	  of	  a	  person	  which	  results	  in	  effective	  and/or	  superior	  performance	  in	  a	  job…	  it	  may	  be	  a	  motive,	  trait,	  skill,	  aspect	  of	  one’s	  self-­‐image	  or	  social	  role,	  or	  a	  body	  of	  knowledge	  which	  he	  or	  she	  uses”	  (p.	  21).	  Woodruffe	  (1993)	  adds	  that	  a	  competency	  is	  “the	  set	  of	  behavior	  patterns	  that	  the	  incumbent	  needs	  to	  bring	  to	  a	  position	  in	  order	  to	  perform	  its	  tasks	  and	  functions	  with	  competence”	  (p.	  29).	  Finally,	  Parry	  (1996,	  1998)	  defines	  a	  competency	  as	  (1)	  a	  cluster	  of	  related	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  attitudes,	  that	  (2)	  affects	  a	  major	  part	  of	  one’s	  job,	  (3)	  correlates	  with	  performance	  on	  the	  job,	  (4)	  can	  be	  measured	  against	  well-­‐accepted	  standards,	  and	  (5)	  can	  be	  improved	  via	  training	  and	  development.	  Based	  upon	  these	  definitions,	  this	  study	  defined	  a	  competency	  as:	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• A	  cluster	  of	  related	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities,	  that	  affects	  a	  significant	  part	  of	  one’s	  job	  or	  position;	  
• That	  correlates	  with	  job	  performance	  as	  measured	  against	  well-­‐accepted	  standards;	  
• That	  can	  be	  improved	  via	  training	  and	  development;	  and	  	  
• That	  the	  job	  candidate	  needs	  to	  bring	  to	  a	  position	  in	  order	  to	  perform	  its	  tasks	  and	  functions	  in	  an	  effective	  or	  superior	  manner	  (Boyatzis,	  1982;	  Parry,	  1996,	  1998;	  Woodruffe,	  1993).	  
Research	  Design	  To	  answer	  the	  research	  questions,	  this	  study	  utilized	  a	  quantitative	  methodology	  for	  collecting	  data	  as	  well	  as	  analyzing	  and	  reporting	  the	  data.	  In	  addition,	  the	  two	  research	  questions	  were	  answered	  sequentially	  rather	  than	  simultaneously.	  This	  was	  considered	  necessary	  because	  the	  goal	  of	  achieving	  a	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  on	  the	  essential	  competencies	  needed	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  fulfilling	  a	  mission	  officer’s	  essential	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  warranted	  a	  clear	  understanding	  of	  what	  the	  essential	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  were.	  For	  this	  reason,	  the	  research	  design	  was	  divided	  into	  two	  phases.	  Phase	  one	  focused	  on	  the	  first	  research	  question	  –	  identifying	  the	  essential	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  Phase	  two	  addressed	  the	  second	  research	  question	  –	  identifying	  the	  competencies	  needed	  to	  fulfill	  the	  mission	  officer’s	  essential	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  The	  following	  section	  provides	  a	  brief	  overview	  of	  the	  Delphi	  research	  methodology	  employed	  in	  this	  study.	  
The	  Delphi	  Technique	  As	  noted	  above,	  this	  study	  employed	  a	  research	  methodology	  commonly	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  Delphi	  technique.	  According	  to	  Dalkey	  and	  Helmer	  (1963),	  two	  individuals	  who	  were	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instrumental	  in	  the	  methodology’s	  development	  at	  the	  Rand	  Corporation	  in	  the	  1950s,	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  was	  designed	  “to	  obtain	  the	  most	  reliable	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  of	  a	  group	  of	  experts…	  by	  using	  a	  series	  of	  intensive	  questionnaires	  interspersed	  by	  controlled	  feedback”	  (p.	  458).	  It	  was	  also	  designed	  to	  capitalize	  on	  the	  positive	  aspects	  of	  group	  interaction,	  particularly	  the	  adage	  that	  “n	  heads	  are	  better	  than	  one”	  (Dalkey,	  1969,	  p.	  6),	  and	  eliminate	  negative	  aspects	  such	  as	  domineering	  voices,	  conversation	  about	  personal	  interests	  rather	  than	  the	  issue	  at	  hand,	  group	  pressure	  to	  conform,	  and	  fear	  of	  publicly	  contradicting	  others	  or	  raising	  ideas	  that	  others	  might	  consider	  inane	  (Delbecq,	  Van	  de	  Ven,	  &	  Gustafson,	  1975).	  The	  Rand	  Corporation	  developed	  and	  initially	  used	  the	  technique	  to	  help	  the	  U.S.	  military	  forecast	  the	  likely	  targets	  and	  impact	  of	  a	  Russian	  bombing	  campaign	  (Reid,	  1988).	  Because	  of	  the	  technique’s	  emphasis	  on	  forecasting,	  it	  was	  jokingly	  named	  after	  the	  Greek	  oracle	  at	  Delphi	  who	  prophesied	  about	  the	  future	  (Turoff	  &	  Hiltz,	  1996).	  The	  appellation	  stuck	  even	  though	  Dalkey	  (1969)	  felt	  “there	  is	  little	  that	  is	  oracular	  about	  its	  methods”	  (p.	  15)	  and	  believed	  the	  name	  hindered	  confidence	  in	  the	  technique	  (Turoff	  &	  Hiltz,	  1996).	  	  Nonetheless,	  beginning	  in	  the	  late	  1960s,	  the	  Delphi	  technique’s	  positive	  features	  and	  use	  of	  survey	  questionnaires,	  which	  effectively	  eliminated	  geographical	  limitations	  associated	  with	  face-­‐to-­‐face	  meetings,	  helped	  it	  become	  a	  popular	  methodology	  in	  studies	  seeking	  a	  consensus	  of	  expert	  opinion	  on	  a	  particular	  topic	  where	  there	  is	  a	  lack	  of	  empirical	  data	  (Keeney,	  Hasson,	  &	  McKenna,	  2006).	  In	  a	  seminal	  text	  that	  introduced	  the	  technique	  to	  a	  broader	  audience,	  Linstone	  and	  Turoff	  (1975)	  dropped	  the	  term	  experts,	  describing	  the	  technique	  as	  “a	  method	  for	  structuring	  a	  group	  communication	  process	  so	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that	  process	  is	  effective	  in	  allowing	  a	  group	  of	  individuals,	  as	  a	  whole,	  to	  deal	  with	  a	  complex	  problem”	  (p.	  3).	  	  A	  review	  of	  contemporary	  research	  studies	  reveals	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  has	  become	  widely	  used	  in	  such	  fields	  as	  healthcare	  (Powell,	  2003),	  family	  therapy	  (Stone	  Fish	  &	  Busby,	  2005),	  tourism	  (Donohoe	  &	  Needham,	  2009),	  and	  education	  (Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995).	  In	  addition	  to	  using	  the	  technique	  in	  their	  research,	  a	  number	  of	  recent	  scholars	  –	  particularly	  in	  the	  field	  of	  nursing	  –	  have	  contributed	  to	  the	  literature	  with	  contemporary	  user	  guidelines	  (Hasson,	  Keeney,	  &	  McKenna,	  2000;	  Powell,	  2003;	  Whitman,	  1990);	  critical	  reviews	  (Goodman,	  1987;	  Keeney,	  Hasson,	  &	  McKenna,	  2001);	  and	  lessons	  learned	  from	  their	  years	  of	  using	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2006).	  This	  body	  of	  literature	  as	  well	  as	  several	  works	  from	  the	  field	  of	  education	  (e.g.	  Clayton,	  1997;	  Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995)	  contributed	  to	  this	  study’s	  design.	  	  The	  Delphi	  technique	  generally	  works	  as	  follows.	  Participants	  in	  a	  Delphi	  study	  never	  meet	  or	  have	  direct	  interaction.	  Instead,	  they	  are	  sent	  several	  rounds	  of	  questionnaires	  to	  elicit	  their	  opinions,	  judgments,	  or	  views	  about	  the	  topic	  under	  study.	  In	  the	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire,	  participants	  are	  commonly	  asked	  a	  set	  of	  open-­‐ended	  questions	  designed	  to	  generate	  items	  for	  consideration	  by	  the	  group.	  Once	  the	  Delphi	  administrator	  receives	  all	  the	  responses,	  similar	  items	  are	  usually	  collated	  into	  categories	  and	  fed	  back	  to	  the	  group	  through	  a	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire.	  This	  second	  questionnaire	  asks	  the	  participants	  to	  rate	  each	  item	  on	  a	  multi-­‐point	  scale	  (e.g.	  Likert-­‐scale)	  based	  upon	  its	  degree	  of	  importance	  or	  some	  other	  variable.	  Typically,	  participants	  are	  also	  given	  freedom	  to	  edit	  and	  comment	  on	  the	  responses	  in	  addition	  to	  rating	  or	  ranking	  them.	  Once	  again,	  responses	  are	  collated	  and	  measures	  of	  central	  tendency	  and	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dispersion	  for	  each	  item	  are	  calculated	  for	  each	  item	  using	  the	  participant	  ratings.	  This	  information	  is	  then	  fed	  back	  to	  participants	  in	  a	  third-­‐round	  questionnaire	  enabling	  them	  to	  see	  the	  convergence	  of	  group	  opinion	  on	  each	  item	  in	  comparison	  to	  their	  own	  response.	  The	  third	  questionnaire	  provides	  participants	  the	  opportunity	  to	  change	  their	  ratings	  in	  light	  of	  the	  group’s	  opinion.	  This	  process	  is	  continued	  until	  consensus	  or	  the	  stability	  of	  responses	  is	  attained	  (Clayton,	  1997;	  Delbecq	  et	  al.,	  1975;	  Murphy	  et	  al.,	  1998).	  Dalkey	  (1969)	  notes	  that	  from	  his	  own	  experience	  as	  well	  as	  that	  of	  other	  Delphi	  practitioners,	  “the	  results	  of	  a	  Delphi	  exercise	  are	  subject	  to	  greater	  acceptance	  on	  the	  part	  of	  the	  group	  than	  are	  consensuses	  arrived	  at	  by	  more	  direct	  forms	  of	  interaction”	  (p.	  17).	  
Key	  characteristics	  The	  literature	  (Delbecq	  et	  al.,	  1975;	  Rowe	  &	  Wright,	  1999)	  also	  highlights	  several	  key	  features	  that	  characterize	  the	  Delphi	  technique:	  1) Anonymity	  –	  Allows	  participants	  the	  opportunity	  to	  express	  their	  opinions	  and	  judgments	  privately,	  free	  of	  the	  pressures	  often	  associated	  with	  groups.	  It	  also	  allows	  group	  members	  to	  consider	  each	  idea	  based	  upon	  its	  own	  merit	  rather	  than	  the	  individual	  who	  proposed	  it.	  2) Controlled	  feedback	  –	  Statistical	  data	  informs	  participants	  of	  the	  group’s	  opinion	  and	  degree	  of	  agreement.	  3) Iteration	  –	  Allows	  participants	  the	  opportunity	  to	  review	  and	  refine	  their	  views	  in	  light	  of	  group	  opinion	  4) Statistical	  group	  response	  –	  Allows	  for	  a	  quantitative	  analysis	  and	  interpretation	  of	  the	  data	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Anonymity	  One	  of	  the	  defining	  features	  of	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  is	  anonymity.	  Unlike	  other	  group	  consensus	  methods,	  participants	  in	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  do	  not	  meet	  face-­‐to-­‐face.	  Instead	  they	  submit	  their	  responses	  via	  paper	  or	  online	  surveys	  and	  their	  response	  items	  are	  then	  listed	  anonymously	  in	  the	  next	  round	  questionnaire.	  This	  anonymity	  is	  designed	  to	  allow	  participants	  to	  consider	  items	  unbiased	  by	  the	  identities,	  opinions,	  and	  views	  of	  other	  participants	  (Goodman,	  1987;	  Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  Whitman,	  1990).	  It	  effectively	  eliminates	  psychological	  pressures	  and	  other	  drawbacks	  normally	  associated	  with	  groups	  such	  as	  the	  bandwagon	  effect,	  dominating	  voices,	  groupthink,	  and	  fear	  (Donohoe	  &	  Needham,	  2009;	  Linstone	  &	  Turoff,	  1975).	  The	  primary	  benefit	  of	  anonymity	  is	  its	  ability	  to	  generate	  open	  and	  truthful	  opinions	  due	  to	  the	  absence	  of	  these	  external	  pressures	  (Goodman,	  1987).	  Anonymity	  also	  allows	  each	  opinion	  or	  response	  to	  have	  equal	  weight	  and	  be	  evaluated	  on	  its	  own	  merit,	  independent	  of	  its	  source	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  Whitman,	  1990).	  In	  spite	  of	  the	  advantages	  that	  anonymity	  offers,	  Goodman	  (1987)	  notes	  that	  anonymity	  might	  lead	  participants	  to	  make	  ill-­‐considered	  judgments	  due	  to	  the	  lack	  of	  accountability	  to	  the	  group	  for	  their	  views.	  For	  this	  reason,	  McKenna	  (1994)	  proposes	  that	  quasi-­‐anonymity	  –	  meaning	  the	  identity	  of	  participants	  could	  be	  revealed	  to	  one	  another	  while	  their	  opinions	  and	  judgments	  remain	  strictly	  confidential	  –	  could	  help	  overcome	  the	  lack	  of	  accountability	  and	  even	  stimulate	  greater	  participant	  interest	  and	  participation.	  The	  literature	  also	  notes	  that	  most	  Delphi	  studies	  are	  quasi-­‐anonymous	  for	  another	  reason;	  participant	  responses	  are	  kept	  confidential	  but	  are	  not	  usually	  anonymous	  to	  the	  
   
 
 70	  
researcher	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2006;	  Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2001).	  This	  is	  necessary	  since	  Delphi	  administrators	  often	  need	  to	  send	  reminders	  to	  non-­‐respondents.	  Controlled	  feedback,	  iteration,	  and	  statistical	  group	  response	  Unlike	  most	  methods	  used	  to	  poll	  personal	  opinion	  on	  a	  topic,	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  employs	  multiple	  questionnaires	  to	  elicit	  participant	  opinions	  and	  provide	  controlled	  feedback	  of	  the	  group	  response,	  allowing	  participants	  to	  review	  and	  refine	  their	  judgments	  based	  upon	  their	  reaction	  to	  the	  collective	  opinion	  of	  the	  group	  (Linstone	  &	  Turoff,	  1975).	  It	  typically	  does	  this	  by	  asking	  participants	  to	  rate	  their	  opinions	  or	  views	  using	  a	  multipoint	  scale.	  These	  ratings	  are	  then	  used	  to	  calculate	  measures	  of	  central	  tendency	  and	  dispersion	  for	  each	  response.	  The	  mean,	  median	  or	  mode	  measures	  the	  group	  opinion	  while	  the	  standard	  deviation	  measures	  the	  degree	  of	  agreement	  (Irvine,	  2005).	  The	  process	  allows	  participants	  to	  review	  and	  reassess	  their	  opinions	  or	  judgments	  from	  the	  previous	  round	  in	  light	  of	  the	  group	  opinion.	  This	  use	  of	  multiple	  rounds	  of	  questionnaires	  interspersed	  with	  controlled	  feedback	  and	  the	  opportunity	  to	  refine	  one’s	  opinion	  based	  upon	  statistical	  measures	  is	  why	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  is	  commonly	  described	  as	  an	  iterative	  process	  (Goodman,	  1987;	  Whitman,	  1990).	  
Rationale	  for	  using	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  In	  addition	  to	  its	  consensus-­‐building	  design,	  several	  other	  features	  of	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  make	  it	  a	  suitable	  research	  method	  for	  this	  study.	  First,	  it	  is	  a	  proven	  method	  to	  address	  research	  problems	  that	  do	  not	  lend	  themselves	  to	  precise	  analytical	  techniques	  but	  can	  benefit	  from	  subjective	  judgments	  on	  a	  collective	  basis	  (Delbecq	  et	  al.,	  1975).	  Identifying	  competencies	  often	  employs	  subjective	  judgment	  (Mirabile,	  1997)	  because	  competency	  is	  a	  “nebulous	  concept	  which	  can	  be	  defined	  in	  different	  ways	  by	  different	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people”	  (Watson,	  Stimpson,	  Topping,	  &	  Porock,	  2002,	  p.	  422).	  The	  Delphi	  technique	  strives	  to	  overcome	  some	  of	  this	  subjectivity,	  though	  not	  all,	  through	  its	  process	  of	  controlled	  feedback	  which	  has	  been	  noted	  to	  lend	  an	  air	  of	  objectivity	  to	  the	  final	  product	  (Linstone	  &	  Turoff,	  1975;	  Powell,	  2003).	  	  Second,	  while	  there	  are	  a	  number	  of	  employable	  methods	  for	  developing	  competency	  models	  such	  as	  direct	  observation,	  interviewing,	  and	  job	  analysis,	  these	  methods	  are	  often	  time-­‐consuming	  and	  limited	  to	  repetitive	  jobs	  (Mirabile,	  1997).	  For	  these	  reasons,	  numerous	  studies	  have	  employed	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  to	  identify	  competencies	  in	  various	  professions.	  For	  example,	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  has	  been	  used	  to	  identify	  competencies	  of	  effective	  project	  managers	  (Brill,	  Bishop,	  &	  Walker,	  2006),	  first-­‐line	  managers	  in	  hospitals	  (Duffield,	  1993),	  female	  executives	  (Cocchio,	  2009),	  and	  kindergarten	  teachers	  (Wei	  &	  Hammons,	  2001).	  Specifically	  within	  higher	  education,	  Delphi	  has	  been	  used	  to	  identify	  teaching	  competencies	  (Tigelaar,	  Dolmans,	  Wolfhagen,	  &	  van	  der	  Vleuten,	  2004)	  as	  well	  as	  the	  competencies	  of	  community	  college	  presidents	  (Hammons	  &	  Keller,	  1990),	  entry-­‐level	  student	  affairs	  professionals	  (Burkard,	  Cole,	  Ott,	  &	  Stoflet,	  2005),	  and	  new	  financial	  aid	  administrators	  (Lane,	  2004).	  	  Finally,	  the	  Delphi	  technique’s	  use	  of	  questionnaires	  effectively	  eliminates	  participant	  limitations	  due	  to	  geographical	  distances,	  travel	  time,	  and	  travel	  costs.	  In	  this	  study,	  such	  limitations	  would	  be	  prohibitive	  since	  mission	  officers	  are	  scattered	  across	  the	  U.S.	  and	  rarely	  gather	  together	  in	  one	  location	  (e.g.	  for	  conferences).	  For	  all	  of	  these	  reasons,	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  was	  considered	  a	  suitable	  and	  appropriate	  research	  methodology	  for	  this	  study.	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The	  following	  table	  recaps	  several	  advantages	  in	  using	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  for	  this	  particular	  study:	  
Advantages:	   Relevance	  to	  mission	  officers	  1. Ability	  to	  achieve	  consensus	  in	  a	  given	  area	  of	  uncertainty	  or	  lack	  of	  empirical	  evidence	  
Due	  to	  the	  incipient	  nature	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  position	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  there	  is	  scant	  literature	  about	  their	  role	  and	  the	  competencies	  they	  need	  to	  be	  effective.	  A	  consensus	  of	  mission	  leader	  opinions	  on	  both	  topics	  could	  be	  of	  service	  to	  this	  emerging	  profession.	  2. Feedback	  between	  rounds	  can	  widen	  knowledge	  and	  stimulate	  new	  ideas	  that	  can	  in	  itself	  be	  highly	  motivating	  and	  educational	  for	  participants	  
With	  the	  exception	  of	  Jesuit	  university	  mission	  leaders	  who	  have	  been	  meeting	  annually	  since	  the	  1990s	  to	  share	  and	  discuss	  what	  they	  are	  doing	  to	  sustain	  the	  mission	  (Appleyard	  &	  Gray,	  2000),	  mission	  leaders	  at	  other	  universities	  have	  few	  opportunities	  to	  share	  ideas	  with	  one	  another.	  
3. Few	  geographical	  limitations	  (Linstone	  &	  Turoff,	  1975)	  
Since	  mission	  leaders	  are	  located	  across	  the	  country,	  the	  use	  of	  questionnaires	  means	  there	  are	  no	  limitations	  for	  participation	  due	  to	  geographical	  distances	  and	  travel	  costs.	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Advantages:	   Relevance	  to	  mission	  officers	  4. Anonymity	   Competencies	  can	  be	  evaluated	  on	  merit	  rather	  than	  groupthink,	  group	  pressure,	  or	  dominating	  voices.	  This	  is	  important	  if	  one	  could	  assume	  that	  mission	  leaders	  at	  more	  prestigious	  Catholic	  universities	  might	  influence	  group	  opinion	  more	  than	  others.	  5. Flexibility	   Use	  of	  questionnaires	  allows	  participants	  the	  ability	  to	  complete	  them	  when	  it	  is	  convenient	  for	  their	  schedule	  rather	  than	  having	  to	  schedule	  a	  mutually	  agreeable	  time	  to	  meet.	  
	   Following	  this	  overview	  of	  the	  Delphi	  technique,	  its	  key	  characteristics,	  and	  rationale	  for	  using	  it,	  the	  following	  section	  reviews	  the	  process	  used	  to	  develop	  the	  study’s	  two	  survey	  instruments.	  	  
Development	  of	  the	  survey	  instruments	  In	  Delphi	  studies,	  the	  development	  of	  a	  survey	  instrument	  is	  contingent	  upon	  whether	  the	  researcher	  uses	  the	  classic	  Delphi	  technique	  or	  a	  modified	  version.	  The	  classic	  Delphi	  technique	  begins	  with	  an	  open-­‐ended	  set	  of	  questions	  designed	  to	  elicit	  participant’s	  opinions	  on	  the	  research	  topic	  and	  “increase	  the	  richness	  of	  the	  data	  collected”	  (Powell,	  2003,	  p.	  378).	  Modified	  versions	  of	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  effectively	  eliminate	  the	  first	  round	  by	  presenting	  participants	  with	  a	  more	  structured	  questionnaire	  containing	  predetermined	  lists	  of	  items	  or	  statements	  for	  the	  participants	  to	  rate.	  Such	  lists	  are	  often	  generated	  through	  the	  use	  of	  focus	  groups,	  interviews,	  and	  literature	  reviews	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(McKenna	  &	  Keeney,	  2008)	  as	  well	  as	  an	  analysis	  of	  job	  descriptions,	  practice	  standards,	  and	  task	  analysis	  (Duffield,	  1993).	  Although	  structured	  questionnaires	  containing	  predetermined	  lists	  could	  bias	  or	  limit	  responses	  (Hasson	  et	  al.,	  2000),	  many	  researchers	  often	  favor	  a	  modified	  approach	  as	  it	  often	  contributes	  to	  higher	  participation	  rates	  and	  less	  participant	  fatigue	  due	  to	  fewer	  required	  rounds	  and	  less	  time	  commitment	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2001;	  Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995).	  This	  research	  study	  also	  employed	  a	  modified	  version	  of	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  by	  developing	  two	  structured	  questionnaires,	  one	  for	  each	  phase.	  	  The	  questionnaire	  for	  phase	  one	  contained	  a	  listing	  of	  22	  mission	  officer	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  This	  listing	  was	  developed	  from	  a	  content	  analysis	  of	  36	  mission-­‐officer	  job	  descriptions	  obtained	  as	  part	  of	  an	  unpublished	  research	  study	  on	  mission	  officers	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  The	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  listed	  on	  the	  36	  job	  descriptions	  were	  manually	  coded	  with	  descriptors	  to	  identify	  similar	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  across	  institutions.	  Once	  all	  of	  the	  job	  descriptions	  were	  coded,	  similar	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  were	  grouped	  together.	  The	  most	  frequently	  occurring	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  were	  included	  in	  the	  survey	  instrument.	  Participants	  were	  asked	  to	  rate	  the	  importance	  of	  each	  job	  responsibility	  relative	  to	  its	  importance	  in	  assisting	  a	  college	  or	  university	  sustain	  its	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission	  using	  the	  following	  five-­‐point	  Likert	  scale.	  This	  scale	  is	  commonly	  used	  to	  evaluate	  the	  importance	  of	  job	  duties	  and	  competencies	  (Schmitt	  &	  Chan,	  1998),.	  5	  –	  Critically	  important:	  this	  job	  duty	  is	  critically	  important	  in	  terms	  of	  what	  mission	  officers	  must	  do	  to	  help	  their	  college	  or	  university	  sustain	  its	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission	  	  4	  –	  Very	  important:	  this	  job	  duty	  is	  very	  important…	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3	  –	  Important:	  this	  job	  duty	  is	  important…	  2	  –	  Slightly	  important:	  this	  job	  duty	  is	  slightly	  important…	  1	  –	  Not	  important:	  this	  item	  is	  not	  important	  at	  all…	  The	  questionnaire	  for	  phase	  two	  also	  contained	  a	  list	  of	  competencies	  for	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  To	  create	  the	  list,	  this	  study	  utilized	  a	  competency	  model	  developed	  by	  the	  Catholic	  Healthcare	  Association	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  (CHA,	  2009a).	  It	  also	  incorporated	  several	  competencies	  associated	  with	  educational	  leadership	  and	  communication	  that	  were	  developed	  for	  community	  college	  leaders	  (American	  Association	  of	  Community	  Colleges,	  2005).	  	  To	  make	  the	  list	  valid	  and	  relevant	  for	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  an	  advisory	  group	  of	  six	  mission	  officers	  at	  Jesuit	  colleges	  and	  universities	  were	  recruited	  to	  review	  and	  revise	  the	  CHA	  competencies	  for	  purposes	  of	  validity	  and	  relevancy	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  I	  met	  with	  this	  advisory	  group	  on	  November	  6,	  2010	  during	  the	  annual	  Jesuit	  college	  and	  university	  mission	  officer’s	  conference	  held	  in	  Kansas	  City,	  MO	  on	  Nov	  5-­‐6,	  2010.	  In	  preparation	  for	  the	  meeting	  with	  the	  advisory	  group	  was	  sent	  list	  of	  competencies	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare.	  The	  advisory	  group	  was	  asked	  to	  review	  the	  list	  prior	  to	  meeting	  and	  consider	  if	  the	  competency	  should	  be	  deleted,	  revised,	  or	  left	  alone.	  Based	  upon	  the	  group	  discussion,	  competencies	  that	  had	  no	  relevance	  to	  mission	  officer’s	  work	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  were	  deleted.	  Competencies	  that	  were	  relevant	  but	  needed	  some	  revision,	  the	  advisory	  group	  offered	  feedback	  and	  suggested	  text	  revisions.	  Finally,	  some	  competencies	  were	  considered	  to	  be	  relevant	  as	  worded.	  Both	  written	  and	  oral	  feedback	  from	  the	  advisory	  group	  was	  used	  to	  develop	  a	  suggested	  list	  of	  mission-­‐officer	  competencies	  for	  the	  phase	  two	  survey	  instrument.	  Similar	  to	  the	  phase	  one	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survey	  instrument,	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  rate	  the	  importance	  of	  each	  competency	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  responsibilities	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  using	  the	  following	  five	  point	  Likert-­‐scale	  adapted	  from	  Vagias	  (2006):	  5	  –	  Extremely	  important:	  this	  item	  is	  an	  extremely	  important	  competency	  (skill,	  knowledge,	  attitude,	  other)	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  4	  –	  Very	  important:	  this	  item	  is	  a	  very	  important	  competency…	  3	  –	  Moderately	  important:	  this	  item	  is	  a	  moderately	  important	  competency…	  2	  –	  Slightly	  importance:	  this	  item	  is	  a	  slightly	  important	  competency…	  1	  –	  Not	  important	  at	  all:	  this	  item	  is	  not	  important	  at	  all	  as	  a	  competency…	  
Sample	  Like	  the	  development	  of	  the	  survey	  instruments,	  the	  identification	  and	  selection	  of	  the	  sample	  of	  expert	  participants	  is	  an	  important	  part	  of	  the	  modified	  Delphi	  technique.	  Green	  et	  al.	  (1999)	  described	  this	  phase	  as	  the	  “linchpin	  of	  the	  method”	  because	  the	  sample	  participants’	  expertise	  is	  generally	  considered	  the	  basis	  for	  the	  quality	  and	  validity	  of	  the	  generated	  results	  (p.	  200).	  While	  there	  are	  no	  universally	  agreed	  criteria	  for	  identifying	  and	  selecting	  experts	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2006),	  the	  literature	  does	  provide	  some	  guidance.	  The	  term	  “expert”	  generally	  refers	  to	  “individuals	  who	  are	  perceived	  to	  have	  expertise	  in	  the	  subject	  under	  consideration”	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2006,	  p.	  208).	  While	  there	  has	  been	  some	  debate	  regarding	  what	  this	  actually	  means	  and	  what	  qualifications	  make	  a	  person	  an	  expert	  (Hasson	  et	  al.,	  2000;	  Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2001),	  Murry	  and	  Hammons	  (1995)	  explain	  that	  in	  many	  studies,	  expertise	  can	  simply	  imply	  that	  participants	  have	  more	  knowledge	  of	  the	  subject	  than	  most	  people,	  possess	  certain	  work	  experience,	  or	  are	  members	  of	  relevant	  professional	  associations.	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In	  addition	  to	  expertise,	  Delbecq	  et	  al.	  (1975)	  suggest	  that	  participants	  should	  have	  a	  deep	  interest	  in	  the	  research	  topic	  and	  time	  within	  their	  busy	  schedules	  to	  complete	  the	  questionnaires.	  The	  sample	  should	  also	  include	  individuals	  who	  would	  most	  likely	  use	  the	  study	  results	  (Clayton,	  1997)	  and	  those	  who	  have	  “credibility	  with	  the	  target	  audience”	  (Powell,	  2003,	  p.	  378).	  If	  the	  researcher	  has	  little	  knowledge	  of	  the	  target	  population,	  selection	  of	  participants	  could	  involve	  a	  nomination	  process	  to	  identify	  respected	  individuals	  from	  the	  members	  within	  the	  population	  (Delbecq	  et	  al.,	  1975).	  Such	  flattering	  recognition	  may	  also	  stimulate	  greater	  interest	  and	  motivation	  among	  participants	  (Clayton,	  1997).	  Based	  upon	  this	  guidance,	  the	  sample	  population	  for	  this	  study	  included	  Catholic	  university	  mission	  leaders	  with	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience.	  Since	  the	  study	  relates	  directly	  to	  what	  mission	  officers	  do,	  mission	  officers	  were	  chosen	  as	  participants	  because	  they	  were	  considered	  to	  be	  the	  most	  knowledgeable	  about	  the	  subject	  matter;	  have	  the	  greatest	  interest	  in	  the	  research	  topic;	  and	  most	  likely	  to	  use	  the	  study	  results.	  Four	  years	  or	  more	  experience	  seemed	  reasonable	  for	  determining	  expertise	  as	  such	  individuals	  would	  have	  greater	  credibility	  with	  the	  target	  audience	  than	  those	  with	  less	  experience.	  Using	  a	  minimum	  number	  of	  years	  of	  experience	  is	  not	  an	  uncommon	  criterion	  in	  Delphi	  studies	  for	  determining	  expertise	  (see	  Brill	  et	  al.,	  2006;	  Burkard	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  Hardy	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  	  Information	  regarding	  years	  of	  experience	  was	  obtained	  from	  data	  gathered	  by	  the	  James	  et	  al.	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010)	  study.	  That	  study	  surveyed	  all	  known	  Catholic	  university	  mission	  leaders	  in	  the	  U.S.	  (approximately	  140)	  asking	  participants,	  among	  other	  things,	  their	  year	  of	  appointment.	  A	  review	  of	  that	  data	  reveals	  that	  approximately	  45	  mission	  
   
 
 78	  
leaders	  have	  at	  least	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience.	  In	  addition	  to	  these	  criteria,	  purposive	  sampling	  (Patton,	  1990)	  strives	  to	  select	  participants	  from	  a	  variety	  of	  institutions	  [e.g.	  sponsorship,	  Carnegie	  classification,	  or	  type	  of	  mission	  unit	  (office	  vs.	  committee)].	  This	  is	  important	  for	  two	  reasons.	  One,	  a	  heterogeneous	  sample	  containing	  informed	  individuals	  with	  diverse	  perspectives	  on	  a	  topic	  is	  more	  likely	  to	  generate	  a	  quality	  end	  product	  than	  a	  homogeneous	  one	  (Delbecq	  et	  al.,	  1975;	  Powell,	  2003).	  Two,	  a	  lack	  of	  representativeness	  could	  diminish	  acceptance	  of	  the	  study’s	  findings	  by	  underrepresented	  individuals	  and	  institutions	  (Clayton,	  1997;	  Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995).	  
Sample	  size	  	  Similar	  to	  the	  participants,	  sample	  size	  is	  another	  important	  consideration.	  Again,	  there	  is	  a	  lack	  of	  consensus	  on	  this	  issue.	  According	  to	  the	  literature,	  sample	  sizes	  can	  range	  from	  less	  than	  ten	  to	  well	  over	  one	  thousand	  (Reid,	  1988;	  Rowe	  &	  Wright,	  2001).	  In	  general,	  the	  literature	  cautions	  against	  sample	  sizes	  so	  small	  as	  to	  risk	  that	  the	  participants	  “may	  not	  be	  considered	  as	  having	  provided	  a	  representative	  pooling	  of	  judgments	  regarding	  the	  target	  issue”	  (Hsu	  &	  Sandford,	  2007,	  p.	  4).	  For	  this	  reason,	  Murphy	  et	  al.	  (1998)	  contend	  that	  the	  bigger	  the	  sample	  of	  participants	  the	  better,	  inferring	  that	  as	  the	  number	  of	  experts	  increases,	  so	  does	  the	  reliability	  of	  the	  final	  product.	  Yet	  as	  the	  sample	  size	  increases	  so	  does	  the	  generation	  of	  data	  as	  well	  as	  the	  effort	  and	  time	  involved	  in	  data	  management	  and	  analysis	  (Delbecq	  et	  al.,	  1975;	  Hasson	  et	  al.,	  2000).	  For	  this	  reason,	  Delbecq,	  Van	  de	  Ven,	  and	  Gustafson	  (1975)	  recommend	  that	  researchers	  “would	  do	  well	  to	  hold	  the	  number	  of	  participants	  in	  the	  Delphi	  study	  to	  a	  minimally	  sufficient	  number	  of	  respondents	  and	  seek	  verification	  of	  results	  through	  follow-­‐up	  survey	  research”	  (p.	  89).	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According	  to	  Clayton	  (1997),	  general	  guidelines	  suggest	  15-­‐30	  people	  if	  the	  group	  is	  homogeneous	  and	  5-­‐10	  people	  if	  the	  group	  is	  heterogeneous.	  A	  homogeneous	  group	  is	  one	  where	  the	  experts	  share	  the	  same	  discipline	  [e.g.	  nuclear	  physicists],	  versus	  a	  heterogeneous	  group	  does	  not,	  [e.g.	  teachers,	  university	  academics,	  and	  school	  principals]	  (Clayton,	  1997).	  In	  addition,	  Delbecq	  et	  al.	  (1975)	  states	  that	  “few	  new	  ideas	  are	  generated	  within	  homogenous	  groups	  once	  the	  size	  exceeds	  thirty	  well-­‐chosen	  participants”	  (p.	  89).	  Since	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  are	  a	  homogenous	  group,	  a	  sample	  size	  of	  15-­‐30	  participants	  was	  considered	  sufficient.	  Based	  upon	  this	  information,	  it	  was	  assumed	  that	  if	  50%	  of	  the	  mission	  officers	  with	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience	  participated	  in	  the	  study,	  an	  adequate	  sample	  size	  of	  22	  participants	  would	  be	  achieved.	  
Pilot	  Test	  	  Although	  pilot	  testing	  Delphi	  questionnaires	  is	  not	  required	  (Powell,	  2003),	  it	  can	  be	  helpful	  for	  identifying	  ambiguities	  and	  interpretation	  difficulties	  (Donohoe	  &	  Needham,	  2009)	  as	  well	  as	  critique	  its	  content,	  clarity,	  and	  format	  (Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995).	  Two	  studies	  were	  found	  (Murry	  &	  Hammons,	  1995;	  Saranto	  &	  Leino-­‐Kilpi,	  1997)	  that	  conducted	  a	  pilot	  test	  of	  their	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire.	  In	  each	  case,	  two	  individuals	  piloted	  the	  survey	  and	  provided	  feedback	  that	  was	  incorporated	  into	  the	  final	  draft.	  This	  study	  also	  conducted	  a	  pilot	  study	  of	  the	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  for	  phase	  one.	  Several	  participants	  were	  asked	  for	  comments	  regarding	  format,	  content,	  and	  clarity	  in	  order	  to	  remove	  or	  minimize	  any	  ambiguities	  and	  interpretational	  difficulties.	  
Data	  Gathering	  Procedures	  Since	  the	  Delphi	  technique	  is	  an	  iterative	  process,	  data	  gathering	  and	  data	  analysis	  occurred	  with	  each	  round	  of	  questionnaires.	  The	  forty-­‐five	  mission	  officers	  who	  met	  the	  
   
 
 80	  
criterion	  of	  expertise	  (four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience)	  were	  sent	  invitation	  letters	  via	  regular	  mail	  explaining	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  study,	  potential	  benefits	  and	  any	  risks	  involved,	  eligibility	  requirements	  for	  participation,	  and	  the	  timeline	  and	  estimated	  time	  commitment.	  They	  were	  ensure	  anonymity	  and	  confidentiality,	  as	  the	  study	  results	  were	  reported	  in	  aggregate	  form.	  The	  letter	  also	  contained	  a	  brief	  explanation	  of	  the	  process	  since	  few	  invitees	  were	  likely	  to	  be	  familiar	  with	  the	  Delphi	  technique.	  All	  the	  data	  was	  kept	  on	  a	  secure	  network	  server	  or	  personal	  computer	  accessible	  only	  to	  the	  researcher.	  The	  email	  invitation	  noted	  that	  all	  questionnaires	  would	  be	  sent	  and	  accessed	  online	  via	  a	  web-­‐based	  survey	  instrument	  created	  using	  Qualtrics.com.	  The	  emails	  also	  specified	  that	  participation	  was	  completely	  voluntary	  and	  consent	  would	  be	  made	  online.	  For	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  study,	  all	  questionnaires	  were	  prepared	  using	  Qualtrics.com	  survey	  tools.	  Instructions	  for	  completing	  the	  survey	  and	  accessing	  it	  were	  emailed	  to	  participants	  using	  Qualtrics	  Mailer	  –	  a	  survey-­‐emailing	  tool.	  This	  tool	  enabled	  participants	  to	  complete	  the	  survey	  in	  more	  than	  one	  sitting,	  without	  losing	  any	  responses	  already	  entered	  in	  the	  event	  they	  needed	  to	  exit	  the	  survey	  before	  submitting.	  Phase	  One	  –	  Job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  
First	  round	  -­‐	  The	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  was	  emailed	  to	  all	  mission	  leaders	  who	  agree	  to	  participate.	  Participants	  were	  asked	  to	  rate	  the	  degree	  of	  importance	  of	  each	  job	  duty	  and	  responsibility	  based	  upon	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale	  as	  mentioned	  above.	  Participants	  were	  invited	  to	  submit	  feedback	  to	  help	  refine	  the	  descriptions	  of	  any	  items	  that	  seemed	  unclear	  or	  lacking	  in	  some	  regard	  (Uhl,	  1983).	  Participants	  were	  also	  asked	  to	  complete	  and	  submit	  the	  questionnaire	  within	  one	  week.	  Follow-­‐up	  reminders	  were	  sent	  to	  non-­‐respondents	  after	  one	  week.	  After	  approximately	  two	  weeks,	  all	  responses	  were	  analyzed	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and	  a	  statistical	  summary	  of	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  calculated	  for	  each	  duty	  using	  SPSS.	  Comments	  and	  suggestions	  for	  revision	  were	  used	  to	  revise	  or	  refine	  the	  duties.	  Additional	  duties	  were	  incorporated	  into	  the	  second	  round	  survey.	  
Second	  round	  -­‐	  Once	  the	  first-­‐round	  analysis	  was	  completed,	  the	  second	  round	  questionnaire	  was	  prepared.	  This	  questionnaire	  contained	  any	  duties	  that	  did	  not	  reach	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round,	  duties	  that	  were	  revised	  significantly	  based	  upon	  respondent’s	  feedback,	  and	  any	  new	  duties	  suggested	  by	  the	  participants.	  The	  duties	  that	  achieved	  consensus	  (standard	  deviation	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  previous	  round	  were	  not	  resubmitted	  for	  further	  review	  in	  the	  second	  round	  questionnaire.	  Open-­‐ended	  questions	  were	  included	  again	  for	  participant	  feedback.	  Similar	  to	  the	  first	  round,	  the	  second	  round	  questionnaire	  was	  emailed	  to	  all	  first	  round	  participants	  using	  Qualtrics’s	  emailing	  tool	  with	  instructions	  for	  access	  and	  completion.	  Participants	  were	  asked	  to	  complete	  the	  questionnaire	  within	  one	  week.	  At	  that	  time,	  a	  follow-­‐up	  reminder	  was	  sent	  to	  non-­‐respondents,	  asking	  them	  to	  complete	  the	  survey	  within	  the	  next	  seven	  days.	  After	  two	  weeks,	  the	  second-­‐round,	  responses	  were	  once	  again	  analyzed	  using	  SPSS	  to	  calculate	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  for	  each	  item.	  Open-­‐ended	  responses	  were	  also	  reviewed	  for	  incorporation	  in	  the	  data	  analysis	  and	  summary	  of	  the	  findings.	  Phase	  Two	  –	  Competencies	  
First	  round	  -­‐	  In	  phase	  two,	  the	  same	  data	  collection	  procedures	  described	  above	  for	  phase	  one	  were	  followed.	  The	  first	  round	  survey	  for	  phase	  two	  (survey	  three)	  contained	  a	  list	  of	  30	  mission	  officer	  competencies.	  This	  survey	  was	  emailed	  to	  all	  mission	  leaders	  who	  participated	  in	  Phase	  one.	  The	  email	  containing	  this	  questionnaire	  included	  a	  ranked	  listing	  of	  mission-­‐officer	  job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  generated	  in	  Phase	  one.	  Participants	  were	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asked	  to	  review	  it	  and	  keep	  it	  in	  mind	  as	  they	  completing	  each	  survey	  in	  phase	  two.	  Similar	  to	  the	  first	  phase,	  this	  questionnaire	  asked	  participants	  to	  rate	  the	  degree	  of	  importance	  of	  each	  competency	  based	  upon	  a	  five-­‐point	  Likert	  scale.	  They	  were	  also	  invited	  to	  submit	  feedback	  to	  revise	  and	  refine	  any	  competencies	  that	  seemed	  unclear	  or	  lacking	  in	  some	  regard	  and	  suggest	  any	  additional	  competencies	  not	  included	  in	  the	  list.	  Participants	  were	  asked	  to	  complete	  the	  questionnaire	  in	  one	  week.	  At	  that	  time,	  reminder	  emails	  were	  sent	  to	  non-­‐respondents	  and	  when	  all	  surveys	  were	  received,	  SPSS	  was	  used	  to	  calculate	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  for	  each	  item.	  Comments	  and	  suggestions	  for	  revision	  were	  used	  to	  revise	  or	  refine	  the	  competencies.	  Additional	  competencies	  were	  incorporated	  into	  the	  second	  round	  survey	  (survey	  four).	  The	  same	  procedures	  used	  for	  the	  second	  round	  survey	  in	  phase	  one	  was	  followed	  for	  survey	  four.	  
Data	  analysis	  As	  mentioned	  before,	  the	  primary	  aim	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2006,	  p.	  209)	  of	  a	  Delphi	  study	  is	  to	  attain	  a	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  from	  a	  group	  of	  experts.	  Consensus	  is	  commonly	  analyzed	  using	  participant	  ratings	  on	  a	  multipoint	  scale	  to	  calculate	  measures	  of	  central	  tendency	  and	  dispersion	  of	  the	  items	  they	  are	  presented	  in	  each	  round.	  Yet	  since	  the	  literature	  does	  not	  provide	  any	  standard	  norms	  for	  calculating	  consensus	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2006),	  how	  researchers	  measure	  and	  determine	  it	  can	  vary	  from	  study	  to	  study	  (Rayens	  &	  Hahn,	  2000).	  While	  many	  early	  Delphi	  studies	  used	  the	  median	  and	  interquartile	  range	  (IQR)	  to	  measure	  consensus	  (Linstone	  &	  Turoff,	  1975),	  contemporary	  studies	  often	  use	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation.	  Means	  are	  more	  helpful	  if	  the	  study	  intends	  to	  list	  the	  research	  findings	  in	  rank	  order	  as	  means	  are	  more	  sensitive	  to	  outliers	  and	  therefore	  show	  greater	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variability	  than	  medians	  (Whitman,	  1990).	  Since	  this	  research	  study	  will	  also	  present	  its	  findings	  based	  on	  rankings,	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  were	  used	  for	  measuring	  consensus.	  There	  is	  also	  a	  lack	  of	  agreement	  in	  determining	  consensus.	  According	  to	  Linstone	  and	  Turoff	  (1975),	  “consensus	  is	  assumed	  to	  have	  been	  achieved	  when	  a	  certain	  percentage	  of	  the	  votes	  fall	  within	  a	  prescribed	  range	  –	  for	  example,	  when	  the	  inter-­‐quartile	  range	  is	  no	  larger	  than	  two	  units	  on	  a	  ten-­‐unit	  scale”	  (p.	  277).	  In	  other	  words,	  consensus	  is	  attained	  when	  the	  IQR	  is	  within	  20	  percent	  of	  the	  total	  range	  of	  the	  multipoint	  scale.	  Yet	  in	  a	  review	  of	  12	  studies	  that	  utilized	  the	  median	  and	  IQR	  used	  to	  determine	  consensus,	  Plinske	  (2008)	  found	  that	  IQRs	  as	  a	  percentage	  of	  the	  multipoint	  scale	  varied	  from	  17	  to	  40	  percent.	  A	  review	  of	  several	  Delphi	  studies	  using	  means	  and	  standard	  deviations	  to	  measure	  and	  determine	  consensus	  using	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale	  also	  revealed	  variances	  in	  determining	  consensus.	  Irvine	  (2005)	  found	  a	  standard	  deviation	  of	  <	  1.2	  an	  acceptable	  level	  of	  consensus	  while	  Lee	  (2009)	  based	  consensus	  on	  a	  SD	  of	  <	  1.0	  and	  Saranto	  and	  Leino-­‐Kilpi	  (1997)	  used	  a	  SD	  of	  <	  0.75.	  While	  lower	  SDs	  are	  indicative	  of	  higher	  levels	  of	  consensus,	  few	  studies	  gave	  rationales	  other	  than	  this	  for	  the	  SDs	  they	  used.	  Keeney	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  note	  that	  there	  can	  be	  good	  reasons	  for	  using	  different	  IQRs	  or	  standard	  deviations	  to	  determine	  consensus.	  Using	  examples	  from	  healthcare,	  they	  state	  that	  100	  percent	  consensus	  might	  be	  desirable	  before	  deciding	  to	  turn	  off	  a	  patient’s	  respirator	  while	  51%	  agreement	  could	  well	  be	  sufficient	  in	  the	  selection	  of	  a	  new	  hospital	  staff	  uniform.	  For	  this	  reason,	  Keeney	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  suggest	  that	  researchers	  should	  decide	  on	  a	  consensus	  level	  before	  a	  study	  begins	  and	  consider	  using	  higher	  confidence	  levels	  for	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more	  important	  issues.	  Based	  upon	  the	  literature,	  this	  study	  will	  use	  a	  SD	  of	  <	  1.0	  or	  three	  rounds,	  whichever	  comes	  first.	  
Formats	  for	  Reporting	  the	  Data	  The	  format	  I	  intend	  to	  use	  to	  discuss	  the	  findings	  will	  be	  both	  narrative	  and	  in	  the	  form	  of	  tables:	  Several	  types	  of	  tables	  used	  in	  the	  literature	  are:	  1) Final	  rankings	  of	  the	  most	  essential	  and	  fundamental	  job	  responsibilities	  as	  well	  as	  the	  least	  essential	  duties.	  Final	  rankings	  of	  the	  most	  important	  competencies	  needed	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  fulfilling	  the	  essential	  job	  responsibilities.	  As	  noted	  above,	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  competencies	  will	  be	  ranked	  in	  order	  by	  mean	  scores	  with	  the	  highest	  means	  first.	  Standard	  deviations	  will	  also	  be	  listed	  denoting	  the	  degree	  of	  consensus	  on	  each	  job	  responsibility	  and	  competency.	  2) Participation	  rates	  for	  each	  round.	  What	  were	  the	  consensus	  levels	  after	  each	  round?	  Descriptive	  results	  –	  frequencies	  of	  responses.	  3) A	  table	  or	  narrative	  format	  will	  be	  used	  to	  discuss	  any	  new	  items	  that	  were	  generated	  and	  any	  items	  that	  were	  edited	  and	  in	  what	  ways.	  4) Any	  job	  duties	  and	  competencies	  that	  were	  rejected?	  (Duffield,	  1993)	  The	  competencies	  were	  clustered	  in	  categories	  similar	  to	  the	  competency	  model	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  but	  also	  contained	  some	  distinct	  differences.	  A	  comparison	  of	  the	  categories	  is	  as	  follows:	  
Catholic	  higher	  education	   Catholic	  healthcare	  Leadership	  and	  teamwork	   Leadership	  Communication	  (this	  is	  a	  separate	  category	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Catholic	  higher	  education	   Catholic	  healthcare	  
for	  Catholic	  higher	  education)	  Institutional	  values	  and	  heritage	   Ethics	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition	   Theology	  Spirituality	  and	  religion	   Spirituality	  Organizational	  Administration	   Organizational	  Management	  	  
Frameworks	  for	  Discussing	  the	  Findings	  Discussion	  of	  the	  findings	  will	  compare	  the	  ranking	  of	  essential	  job	  responsibilities	  with	  the	  competency	  rankings	  to	  determine	  whether	  the	  competencies	  adequately	  match	  up	  with	  the	  highest-­‐ranking	  job	  duties.	  What	  might	  be	  missing?	  The	  job	  responsibilities	  will	  also	  be	  reviewed	  to	  see	  which	  groups	  (e.g.	  faculty,	  administrators,	  trustees,	  and	  students)	  might	  garner	  the	  most	  emphasis.	  	  This	  section	  will	  consider	  how	  mission	  leaders	  could	  use	  these	  competencies	  for	  their	  own	  self-­‐assessment,	  hiring	  of	  mission	  leaders,	  and	  career	  development.	  In	  what	  demonstrable	  ways	  would	  these	  competencies	  be	  exhibited?	  What	  can	  mission	  leaders	  do	  to	  improve	  or	  increase	  these	  competencies?	  Likewise,	  what	  competencies	  are	  important	  for	  working	  with	  faculty	  in	  comparison	  with	  administrators	  or	  students?	  I	  also	  hope	  to	  connect	  the	  findings	  to	  the	  results	  of	  an	  unpublished	  study	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  I	  will	  also	  consider	  the	  advantages	  and	  limitations	  of	  Delphi	  studies,	  and	  the	  need	  for	  further	  research.	  Finally,	  I	  will	  consider	  the	  contribution	  of	  this	  study	  to	  the	  literature	  on	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  mission	  and	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identity.	  Is	  the	  institutionalization	  of	  mission	  leaders	  an	  effective	  strategy	  for	  sustaining	  mission?	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CHAPTER	  4	  –	  DUTIES	  AND	  RESPONSIBILITIES	  
Introduction	  This	  chapter	  presents	  study	  findings	  from	  the	  first	  phase	  of	  a	  two-­‐phase	  Delphi	  study	  aimed	  at	  identifying	  the	  competencies	  needed	  to	  fulfill	  the	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  The	  study	  was	  divided	  into	  two	  phases	  as	  it	  was	  considered	  necessary	  to	  identify	  the	  position’s	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  (Phase	  One)	  before	  aiming	  to	  identify	  the	  competencies	  associated	  with	  those	  duties	  (Phase	  Two).	  Each	  phase	  of	  the	  study	  employed	  a	  two	  round	  modified	  Delphi	  process	  designed	  to	  achieve	  a	  consensus	  of	  opinion	  among	  a	  group	  of	  experienced	  mission	  officers	  on	  the	  study	  topic.	  Following	  a	  brief	  review	  of	  the	  process	  used	  to	  identify	  and	  recruit	  the	  participants	  for	  this	  study,	  this	  chapter	  will	  examine	  the	  results	  of	  the	  two-­‐round	  Delphi	  questionnaires,	  and	  the	  major	  findings	  for	  phase	  one.	  Chapter	  5	  will	  follow	  with	  the	  findings	  of	  phase	  two.	  In	  light	  of	  these	  findings	  and	  analysis,	  the	  final	  chapter	  (Chapter	  6)	  will	  summarize	  and	  explore	  the	  implications	  of	  this	  study’s	  findings	  on	  the	  future	  of	  the	  senior	  mission	  leader	  position	  in	  U.S.	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  
Participants	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  study,	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience	  in	  a	  senior	  mission	  leadership	  position	  was	  the	  sole	  criterion	  used	  to	  identify	  potential	  “expert”	  participants.	  Job	  experience	  is	  commonly	  used	  in	  Delphi	  studies	  as	  a	  criterion	  to	  identify	  experts	  and	  knowledgeable	  individuals	  on	  the	  topic	  being	  investigated.	  Four	  years	  was	  considered	  a	  sufficient	  period	  of	  time	  for	  mission	  leaders	  to	  become	  knowledgeable	  about	  the	  position’s	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chief	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  as	  well	  as	  the	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities	  needed	  to	  perform	  them	  well.	  No	  other	  criteria	  were	  used	  to	  determine	  expertise	  largely	  because	  the	  senior	  mission	  leader	  position	  is	  still	  relatively	  new	  and	  there	  are	  few,	  if	  any,	  established	  professional	  qualifications.	  To	  identify	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  with	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience,	  this	  study	  utilized	  data	  obtained	  in	  a	  2010	  national	  study	  of	  mission	  leadership	  involving	  101	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  from	  across	  the	  country	  (permission	  to	  use	  specific	  demographic	  data	  from	  this	  study	  was	  obtained	  from	  Michael	  James,	  the	  study’s	  principal	  investigator).	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  senior	  mission	  leader’s	  name	  and	  contact	  information	  (email	  address	  and	  phone	  number),	  that	  study	  obtained	  data	  regarding	  the	  senior	  mission	  leader’s	  year	  of	  appointment,	  position	  title,	  gender,	  and	  membership	  status	  with	  the	  university’s	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation.	  Using	  the	  year	  of	  appointment	  (2006	  or	  earlier)	  to	  identify	  qualified	  candidates,	  an	  invitation	  letter	  was	  emailed	  on	  February	  28,	  2011	  to	  45	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  currently	  working	  at	  a	  Catholic	  college	  or	  university.	  The	  invitation	  explained	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  research	  study,	  its	  purpose,	  and	  directions	  for	  completing	  the	  online	  consent	  form	  and	  first-­‐round	  survey	  questionnaire.	  The	  consent	  form	  and	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  were	  developed	  using	  online	  survey	  tools	  designed	  by	  Qualtrics.com.	  Qualtrics	  online	  survey	  tools	  were	  used	  for	  both	  phases	  of	  this	  study	  to	  develop	  the	  Delphi	  questionnaires,	  monitor	  their	  completion,	  and	  analyze	  the	  data	  they	  contained.	  Twenty-­‐three	  recipients	  (51%)	  responded	  to	  the	  initial	  invitation	  by	  clicking	  on	  the	  hyperlink,	  completing	  the	  online	  consent	  form,	  and	  submitting	  the	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire.	  A	  week	  later	  (March	  7,	  2011)	  a	  second	  email	  invitation	  was	  sent	  via	  Qualtrics	  to	  all	  non-­‐respondents.	  As	  a	  result,	  another	  eight	  individuals	  chose	  to	  participate.	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Finally,	  five	  days	  later	  a	  phone	  call	  was	  made	  to	  the	  remaining	  non-­‐respondents	  to	  confirm	  they	  received	  the	  email.	  If	  nobody	  answered,	  a	  brief	  voice	  message	  was	  left	  describing	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  call.	  This	  call	  prompted	  another	  8	  individuals	  to	  complete	  and	  submit	  the	  online	  questionnaire.	  In	  total,	  38	  of	  the	  45	  invitees	  (84%)	  completed	  and	  submitted	  the	  first-­‐round	  survey	  questionnaire.	  Thirty-­‐seven	  of	  the	  initial	  38	  respondents	  participated	  in	  the	  entire	  study	  (i.e.	  they	  completed	  all	  four	  survey	  questionnaires,	  two	  for	  each	  phase).	  High	  participation	  rates	  are	  an	  important	  factor	  in	  the	  validity	  of	  Delphi	  studies	  as	  they	  indicate	  that	  participants	  were	  interested	  in	  the	  research	  topic	  and	  committed	  to	  the	  study’s	  aim.	  Table	  1	  –	  Participation	  levels	  in	  the	  four	  Delphi	  rounds	  	   Mailed	  questionnaires	  (n)	   Participants	  (n)	   Participation	  levels	  Phase	  1	  -­‐	  Round	  1	  (Survey	  1)	   45	   38	   84.4%	  Phase	  1	  -­‐	  Round	  2	  (Survey	  2)	   38	   37	   97.4%	  Phase	  2	  -­‐	  Round	  1	  (Survey	  3)	   37	   37	   100%	  Phase	  2	  -­‐	  Round	  2	  (Survey	  4)	   37	   37	   100%	  	   Based	  upon	  information	  about	  the	  respondents	  obtained	  from	  the	  2010	  national	  study	  of	  mission	  leadership	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities,	  19	  of	  the	  37	  participants	  in	  this	  dissertation	  research	  study	  had	  4	  –	  7	  years	  of	  experience	  (as	  the	  senior	  mission	  leader),	  eleven	  had	  8	  –	  11	  years	  of	  experience,	  five	  had	  12	  –	  15	  years	  of	  experience,	  and	  two	  had	  16	  or	  more	  years	  of	  experience.	  In	  addition,	  22	  participants	  had	  a	  title	  of	  Vice	  President	  of	  Mission,	  followed	  by	  Assistant	  to	  the	  President	  for	  Mission	  (7),	  Executive	  Director	  of	  Mission	  (3),	  Director	  of	  Mission	  (3),	  Associate	  V.P.	  of	  Mission	  (1),	  and	  Facilitator	  of	  Catholic	  Identity	  (1).	  Thirty	  of	  the	  37	  participants	  were	  also	  members	  of	  the	  institution’s	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation.	  Finally,	  21	  participants	  were	  women	  and	  16	  were	  men.	  
   
 
 90	  
Since	  the	  participant’s	  year	  of	  appointment	  (i.e.	  years	  of	  experience)	  was	  the	  only	  criterion	  for	  selection,	  and	  the	  remaining	  demographic	  data	  (with	  the	  exception	  of	  position	  titles)	  was	  not	  subject	  to	  change,	  it	  was	  unnecessary	  to	  update	  this	  information	  or	  seek	  any	  additional	  participant	  demographic	  information.	  
First	  round	  questionnaire	  and	  data	  analysis	  The	  first-­‐round	  questionnaires	  contained	  22	  position/job	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  derived	  from	  a	  content	  analysis	  of	  36	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  job	  descriptions.	  These	  job	  descriptions	  were	  obtained	  and	  the	  content	  analysis	  performed	  as	  part	  of	  the	  2010	  national	  study	  of	  mission	  leadership	  mentioned	  above.	  Each	  duty	  and	  responsibility	  was	  preceded	  by	  a	  keyword	  for	  reference	  purposes.	  	  The	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  asked	  participants	  to	  rate,	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale,	  the	  importance	  of	  each	  listed	  duty	  and	  responsibility.	  Participants	  could	  choose	  whether	  the	  duty	  was:	  5	  –	  critically	  important,	  4	  –	  very	  important,	  3	  –	  important,	  2	  –	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  –	  not	  important	  at	  all.	  Participants	  were	  also	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  duties,	  suggest	  revisions,	  and	  propose	  additional	  duties	  and	  responsibilities,	  over	  and	  above	  the	  given	  list,	  that	  they	  considered	  to	  be	  critically	  or	  very	  important	  to	  the	  position.	  Once	  all	  of	  the	  first-­‐round	  questionnaires	  were	  submitted,	  Qualtrics	  survey	  tools	  were	  used	  to	  calculate	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  for	  each	  of	  the	  22	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  rated	  by	  the	  participants	  (See	  Table	  2).	  The	  mean	  scores	  ranged	  from	  4.74	  to	  3.29	  with	  16	  duties	  obtaining	  a	  mean	  score	  of	  4.0	  or	  higher	  (very	  important	  to	  critically	  
important)	  and	  the	  remaining	  six	  duties	  obtaining	  a	  mean	  score	  between	  3.29	  and	  3.99	  (important	  to	  very	  important).	  In	  addition,	  21	  of	  the	  22	  duties	  reached	  the	  threshold	  for	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consensus	  (SD	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  first	  round	  with	  the	  standard	  deviations	  ranging	  from	  0.50	  to	  1.02.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  2,	  “Serves	  as	  a	  liaison…”	  was	  the	  only	  duty	  that	  did	  not	  reach	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Table	  2	  –Duties	  and	  responsibilities	  ranked	  by	  mean	  (level	  of	  importance)	  where	  N	  =	  number	  of	  responses,	  M	  =	  mean,	  SD	  =	  standard	  deviation.	  M	  and	  SD	  are	  based	  on	  the	  following	  five-­‐point	  scale:	  5	  =	  critically	  important,	  4	  =	  very	  important,	  3	  =	  important,	  2	  =	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  =	  not	  important	  at	  all).	  
	   Duty	  and	  responsibility	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   N	   M	   SD	  1	   Board	  of	  Trustees	  -­‐	  Assists	  the	  president	  in	  orienting,	  educating,	  and	  updating	  board	  members	  on	  mission	  matters	   29	   8	   1	   0	   0	   38	   4.74	   .50	  2	   Catholic	  faith	  &	  tradition	  -­‐	  Fosters	  efforts	  to	  engage	  the	  university	  in	  a	  deeper	  understanding	  and	  integration	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith,	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  Catholic	  social	  teaching,	  and	  Catholic	  moral	  teaching	  
30	   6	   2	   0	   0	   38	   4.74	   .55	  
3	   Strategic	  planning	  -­‐	  Engages	  in	  strategic	  planning	  and	  decision-­‐making	  to	  ensure	  that	  it	  is	  mission-­‐focused	   26	   10	   1	   0	   0	   37	   4.68	   .53	  4	   Orientation	  -­‐	  Develops	  and	  directs	  initial	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  programs	  for	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  students	  regarding	  the	  university’s	  mission	  and	  values.	  
27	   10	   1	   0	   0	   38	   4.68	   .53	  
5	   Committees	  -­‐	  Participates	  as	  a	  member	  of	  key	  committees	  (those	  with	  highest	  level	  decision-­‐making	  capacity)	   24	   12	   2	   0	   0	   38	   4.58	   .60	  6	   Academic	  affairs	  -­‐	  Collaborates	  with	  the	  vice	  president	  of	  academic	  affairs,	  deans,	  and	  faculty	  members	  to	  integrate	  the	  mission	  within	  academic	  disciplines,	  subject	  areas,	  and	  research	  
26	   8	   4	   0	   0	   38	   4.58	   .68	  
7	   Hiring	  -­‐	  Ensures	  that	  the	  search	  and	  hiring	  process	  for	  faculty	  and	  key	  administrative	  positions	  incorporate	  an	  awareness	  of	  and	  engagement	  in	  the	  mission	  
23	   12	   3	   0	   0	   38	   4.53	   .65	  
8	   Programs	  &	  events	  -­‐	  Oversees	  and	  assists	  in	  the	  development	  and	  coordination	  of	  mission-­‐related	  programs	  and	  events	   20	   14	   4	   0	   0	   38	   4.42	   .68	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   Duty	  and	  responsibility	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   N	   M	   SD	  9	   Campus	  ministry	  -­‐	  Collaborates	  with	  campus	  ministry	  to	  foster	  the	  university	  community's	  religious	  and	  spiritual	  needs	  and	  development	   23	   9	   5	   1	   0	   38	   4.42	   .83	  10	   Resource	  -­‐	  Serves	  as	  a	  resource	  to	  the	  campus	  community	  on	  matters	  related	  to	  mission	  and	  values	   17	   17	   4	   0	   0	   38	   4.34	   .67	  11	   Supervision	  -­‐	  Supervises	  or	  collaborates	  with	  campus	  ministry	  and	  other	  mission-­‐related	  departments,	  centers,	  and	  institutes	   22	   8	   6	   2	   0	   38	   4.32	   .93	  12	   Assessment	  -­‐	  Oversees	  the	  assessment	  of	  mission	  integration	  and	  effectiveness	  on	  a	  regular	  basis	   18	   12	   8	   0	   0	   38	   4.26	   .80	  13	   Student	  affairs	  -­‐	  Collaborates	  with	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  to	  help	  integrate,	  educate,	  and	  address	  issues	  related	  to	  the	  institution's	  Catholic	  identity,	  mission,	  and	  values	  
19	   11	   6	   2	   0	   38	   4.24	   .91	  
14	   Budgeting	  -­‐	  Prepares	  and	  monitors	  an	  annual	  budget	  for	  mission	  integration	   12	   18	   8	   0	   0	   38	   4.11	   .73	  15	   Materials	  -­‐	  Develops	  and	  provides	  mission-­‐related	  materials	  and	  resources	  for	  educational,	  advancement,	  marketing,	  and	  hiring	  purposes	   12	   15	   10	   1	   0	   38	   4.00	   .84	  16	   Interfaith	  -­‐	  Attends	  to	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission	  in	  a	  spirit	  of	  ecumenical	  and	  inter-­‐religious	  dialogue	   15	   11	   9	   3	   0	   38	   4.00	   .97	  17	   Reporting	  -­‐	  Reports	  regularly,	  both	  orally	  and	  in	  writing,	  on	  mission	  matters	   10	   17	   11	   0	   0	   38	   3.97	   .75	  18	   Professional	  development	  -­‐	  Attends	  conferences	  and	  reads	  mission-­‐related	  literature	  to	  learn	  and	  keep	  current	  on	  contemporary	  issues	  and	  best	  practices	  
12	   15	   9	   1	   1	   38	   3.95	   .96	  
19	   Liaison	  -­‐	  Serves	  as	  a	  liaison	  with	  external	  constituencies	  (e.g.	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  local	  bishop/diocese,	  and	  other	  groups)	  on	  mission	  matters.	  
10	   16	   6	   6	   0	   38	   3.79	   1.02	  
20	   Networking	  -­‐	  Communicates	  regularly	  with	  other	  mission	  officers	  and	  scholars	  on	  mission-­‐related	  matters	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  advancing	  the	  mission	   5	   14	   17	   1	   1	   38	   3.55	   .86	  21	   Environment	  -­‐	  Oversees	  the	  installation	  and	  incorporation	  of	  mission-­‐related	  art	  and	  symbols	  on	  campus	   5	   14	   15	   4	   0	   38	   3.53	   .86	  22	   Fundraising	  -­‐	  Assists	  the	  Development	  Office	  in	  promoting	  the	  mission	  in	  its	  advancement	  and	  fundraising	  activities	   1	   18	   10	   9	   0	   38	   3.29	   .87	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As	  a	  whole,	  the	  respondents	  clearly	  consider	  the	  first	  seven	  duties	  listed	  above	  to	  be	  critically	  important	  (M	  >	  4.5).	  These	  essential	  duties	  focus	  on	  increasing	  key	  stakeholder’s	  (faculty	  members,	  administrators,	  and	  trustees)	  understanding	  and	  appreciation	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition	  in	  order	  to	  help	  them	  recognize	  ways	  it	  applies	  to	  trustee	  concerns	  and	  decisions,	  strategic	  planning	  and	  policy	  development,	  and	  teaching	  and	  research.	  Mission	  officers	  also	  consider	  their	  engagement	  and	  participation	  in	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  programs,	  key	  university	  committees,	  and	  hiring	  and	  promotion	  decisions	  crucial	  for	  fostering	  a	  greater	  integration	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition	  through	  these	  key	  mission	  stakeholders.	  In	  contrast,	  the	  last	  eight	  duties	  (ranked	  15	  to	  23)	  were	  considered	  less	  than	  very	  
important	  (M	  >	  4.0)	  but	  still	  important	  (M	  >	  3.0).	  Although	  this	  study	  did	  not	  ask	  participants	  to	  explain	  their	  ratings,	  infrequency	  of	  these	  duties	  (e.g.	  materials,	  reporting,	  professional	  development,	  networking,	  and	  environment)	  or	  perception	  that	  a	  duty	  is	  primarily	  someone	  else’s	  responsibility	  (interfaith,	  liaison,	  fundraising)	  may	  account	  for	  lower	  scores.	  For	  example,	  most	  professional	  development	  opportunities,	  particularly	  conferences	  hosted	  by	  the	  Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities	  or	  associations	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  (e.g.	  AJCU	  –	  Jesuits,	  ABCU	  –	  Benedictines,	  or	  AFCU	  –	  Franciscans),	  while	  important	  only	  occur	  once	  every	  year	  or	  two.	  Similarly,	  since	  such	  conferences	  provide	  the	  best	  networking	  opportunities	  with	  peers,	  their	  infrequent	  nature	  may	  also	  contribute	  to	  the	  lower	  networking	  score.	  In	  addition,	  the	  importance	  of	  duties	  such	  as	  liaison	  and	  fundraising	  could	  vary	  widely	  if	  respondents	  consider	  such	  duties	  the	  sole	  duty	  of	  the	  president	  or	  development	  office.	  
	  	  
   
 
 94	  
Analysis	  of	  open-­‐ended	  questions:	  In	  addition	  to	  asking	  participants	  to	  rate	  each	  duty’s	  importance	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale,	  participants	  were	  asked	  three	  open-­‐ended	  questions	  designed	  to:	  give	  them	  an	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  22	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  they	  were	  asked	  to	  score;	  suggest	  revisions	  if	  a	  duty	  was	  inaccurately	  or	  poorly	  stated;	  and	  identify	  additional	  duties	  that	  were	  not	  included	  among	  the	  given	  list.	  Twenty-­‐one	  of	  the	  38	  participants	  responded	  to	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  open-­‐ended	  questions.	  Based	  upon	  a	  content	  analysis	  of	  this	  feedback,	  responses	  were	  grouped	  into	  three	  categories:	  suggested	  revisions,	  additional	  duties	  and	  responsibilities,	  and	  other	  feedback.	  
Suggested	  revisions	  Suggested	  revisions	  were	  further	  divided	  into	  two	  more	  categories.	  Category	  one	  contained	  comments	  suggesting	  only	  minor	  changes	  to	  the	  description	  of	  the	  original	  duty	  and	  responsibility.	  Category	  two	  contained	  comments	  suggesting	  more	  significant	  revisions	  that	  substantially	  changed	  the	  essence	  or	  nature	  of	  the	  original	  duty	  and	  responsibility.	  This	  distinction	  was	  important,	  as	  only	  duties	  that	  underwent	  major	  revisions	  were	  included	  in	  the	  second-­‐round	  survey	  for	  participants	  to	  review,	  compare	  to	  the	  original	  duty,	  and	  rate	  again.	  
Minor	  revisions	  Based	  upon	  participant	  responses	  to	  the	  open-­‐ended	  questions,	  minor	  revisions	  were	  made	  to	  three	  duties	  and	  responsibilities:	  orientation,	  programs	  &	  events,	  and	  materials.	  The	  following	  explanations	  briefly	  describe	  the	  impetus	  for	  these	  changes.	  One	  participant	  noted	  that	  “administrators”	  was	  missing	  from	  the	  list	  of	  personnel	  who	  participate	  in	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  programs	  and	  should	  be	  added.	  Another	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participant	  noted	  that	  mission	  officers	  should	  “make	  visible	  and	  promote	  the	  Catholic	  identity	  of	  the	  school	  through	  events	  that	  attract	  internal	  and	  external	  audiences,	  for	  example,	  through	  lectures,	  founder’s	  day,	  etc.”	  Since	  this	  comment	  was	  associated	  with	  programs	  and	  events	  and	  improved	  its	  clarity,	  the	  phrase	  “for	  both	  internal	  and	  external	  audiences	  (e.g.	  seminars,	  lectures,	  heritage	  celebrations,	  service	  projects)”	  was	  simply	  added	  to	  the	  original	  item.	  Finally,	  another	  participant	  believed	  the	  word	  “facilitates”	  was	  a	  better	  descriptor	  than	  “develops”	  in	  reference	  to	  the	  duty	  associated	  with	  generating	  mission-­‐related	  materials.	  Table	  3	  lists	  each	  revised	  duty	  alongside	  the	  original.	  The	  added	  or	  edited	  text	  is	  shown	  in	  italics.	  Table	  3	  –	  Minor	  revisions	  Keyword	   Original	  item	   Revised	  item	  
Orientation	   Develops	  and	  directs	  initial	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  programs	  for	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  students	  regarding	  the	  university's	  mission	  and	  values.	  
Develops	  and	  directs	  initial	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  programs	  for	  faculty,	  administrators,	  staff,	  and	  students	  regarding	  the	  university's	  mission	  and	  values	  
Programs	  &	  
events	  
Oversees	  and	  assists	  in	  the	  development	  and	  coordination	  of	  mission-­‐related	  programs	  and	  events	  
Oversees	  and	  assists	  in	  the	  development	  and	  coordination	  of	  mission-­‐related	  programs	  and	  events	  
for	  both	  internal	  and	  external	  audiences	  
(e.g.	  seminars,	  lectures,	  heritage	  
celebrations,	  service	  projects)	  
Materials	   Develops	  and	  provides	  mission-­‐related	  materials	  and	  resources	  for	  educational,	  advancement,	  marketing,	  and	  hiring	  purposes	  
Facilitates	  the	  development	  and	  
provision	  of	  mission-­‐related	  materials	  and	  resources	  for	  educational,	  advancement,	  marketing,	  and	  hiring	  purposes	  	  
Major	  revisions	  Feedback	  from	  several	  respondents	  also	  suggested	  a	  need	  to	  make	  significant	  or	  major	  revisions	  to	  several	  three	  other	  duties	  and	  responsibilities:	  liaison,	  interfaith,	  and	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fundraising.	  This	  section	  will	  review	  the	  feedback	  for	  these	  three	  duties	  separately	  and	  discuss	  the	  rationale	  for	  the	  revisions	  made.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  2,	  the	  duty	  of	  serving	  as	  a	  liaison	  received	  a	  mean	  score	  of	  3.79	  and	  SD	  of	  1.02,	  which	  did	  not	  meet	  the	  minimum	  threshold	  for	  consensus	  on	  the	  level	  of	  its	  importance.	  The	  following	  participant	  comment	  may	  explain	  why.	  “The	  question	  about	  liaison	  to	  the	  bishop	  and	  such.	  This	  needs	  to	  be	  done,	  but	  it	  is	  the	  president	  who	  should	  do	  it.	  The	  mission	  officer	  can	  help	  prepare	  the	  president.	  That	  is	  where	  the	  importance	  is.	  So	  I	  did	  not	  mean	  the	  function	  was	  unimportant.	  Just	  who	  should	  be	  doing	  it	  should	  be	  different.”	  Based	  upon	  this	  insightful	  comment,	  the	  phrase	  “Assists	  the	  president	  in	  sustaining	  relationships”	  replaced	  “Serves	  as	  a	  liaison”	  to	  clarify	  that	  mission	  leaders	  may	  assist	  university	  presidents	  in	  this	  important	  responsibility,	  they	  do	  not	  assume	  prime	  responsibility	  (See	  Table	  4).	  Similar	  to	  the	  previous	  item,	  the	  duty	  associated	  with	  interfaith	  received	  a	  mean	  score	  of	  4.00	  and	  SD	  of	  0.97,	  just	  barely	  reaching	  the	  threshold	  of	  consensus.	  Once	  again,	  a	  participant’s	  feedback	  may	  help	  to	  explain	  a	  lower	  consensus	  level.	  According	  to	  that	  respondent	  the	  interfaith	  duty	  “conflates	  the	  mission	  and	  identity	  position	  with	  the	  university	  chaplain”	  and	  implies	  that	  “his/her	  job	  is	  to	  foster	  religious	  practice	  (an	  admirable	  role,	  just	  not	  the	  M&I	  role).”	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  a	  second	  participant	  suggested	  that	  mission	  leaders	  should	  “assume	  leadership	  of	  Catholic	  identity	  programming	  efforts	  as	  well	  as	  in	  all	  faith	  traditions	  represented	  on	  campus”	  indicating	  a	  need	  to	  be	  significantly	  involved	  in	  ecumenical	  and	  interfaith	  initiatives.	  Based	  upon	  these	  two	  comments	  as	  well	  as	  the	  SD	  =	  0.97	  consensus	  level,	  members	  of	  the	  participant	  panel	  appear	  to	  differ	  on	  this	  duty’s	  importance	  and	  meaning.	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As	  this	  duty	  was	  striving	  to	  convey	  that	  many	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  recruit	  students	  and	  employ	  faculty	  and	  staff	  with	  diverse	  religious,	  cultural,	  and	  ethnic	  backgrounds,	  and	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  must	  be	  aware	  and	  respectful	  of	  these	  differences	  if	  they	  hope	  to	  succeed	  in	  engaging	  the	  broader	  campus	  community	  in	  mission	  and	  identity	  initiatives,	  the	  following	  revision	  was	  made.	  In	  addition	  the	  keyword	  “Diversity”	  replaced	  “Interfaith”	  to	  better	  match	  the	  new	  description.	  Finally,	  the	  duty	  to	  “assist	  the	  development	  office…”	  received	  the	  lowest	  rating	  (3.29)	  of	  the	  22	  given	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  indicating	  it	  is	  at	  best,	  perhaps	  a	  secondary	  duty	  rather	  than	  a	  primary	  duty	  of	  senior	  mission	  leaders.	  Yet,	  one	  respondent	  noted	  that	  helping	  the	  advancement	  office	  develop	  fundraising	  materials	  is	  not	  enough.	  Senior	  mission	  leaders	  must	  also	  assist	  in	  “fundraising	  efforts	  to	  build	  endowment	  for	  mission-­‐related	  activities…	  and	  Centers	  (e.g.	  a	  Peace	  and	  Justice	  Center,	  or	  a	  Center	  for	  Catholic	  Thought)	  that	  are	  related	  to	  mission.”	  This	  feedback	  was	  used	  to	  revise	  the	  description	  of	  the	  original	  duty	  as	  follows.	  A	  reference	  to	  supporting	  the	  president	  was	  also	  included	  since	  this	  is	  another	  important	  responsibility	  of	  university	  presidents.	  Table	  4	  –	  Major	  revisions	  Original	  duty	   Revised	  duty	  
Liaison	  –	  Serves	  as	  a	  liaison	  with	  external	  constituencies	  (e.g.	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  local	  bishop/diocese,	  and	  other	  groups)	  on	  mission	  matters	  
Liaison	  –	  Assists	  the	  president	  in	  sustaining	  
relationships	  with	  external	  constituencies	  (e.g.	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  local	  bishop/diocese,	  and	  other	  groups)	  on	  mission	  matters	  
Interfaith	  -­‐	  Attends	  to	  the	  institution's	  religious	  identity	  and	  mission	  in	  a	  spirit	  of	  ecumenical	  and	  inter-­‐religious	  dialogue	   Diversity	  -­‐	  Attends	  to	  the	  institution's	  religious	  identity	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  welcomes	  and	  engages	  people	  from	  diverse	  faith	  traditions,	  cultures,	  ideas,	  and	  perspectives	  
President	  –	  Assists	  the	  Development	  Office	  in	  promoting	  the	  mission	  in	  its	  advancement	  and	  fundraising	  activities	   President	  –	  Supports	  the	  president	  and	  development	  office	  in	  fundraising	  efforts	  to	  build	  endowment	  for	  mission-­‐related	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programs,	  centers,	  institutes,	  and	  activities	  
 
New	  Duties	  and	  Responsibilities	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  revisions	  enumerated	  above,	  participants	  also	  proposed	  five	  new	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  The	  duty	  descriptions	  were	  taken	  verbatim	  from	  participant	  responses	  but	  may	  contain	  minor	  grammatical	  changes.	  These	  additional	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  were	  included	  in	  the	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  for	  participants	  to	  review	  and	  rate	  their	  importance.	  
• Administrators	  and	  staff	  -­‐	  Partners	  with	  the	  human	  resources	  department	  to	  foster	  greater	  mission	  integration	  within	  the	  work	  of	  managers,	  administrative	  assistants,	  and	  support	  staff	  
• Core	  values	  -­‐	  Seeks	  and	  fosters	  concrete	  ways	  to	  highlight	  and	  integrate	  the	  university's	  core	  values	  across	  the	  campus	  
• Mentoring	  -­‐	  Identifies,	  develops,	  and	  mentors	  other	  leaders	  across	  the	  campus	  to	  foster	  and	  increase	  mission-­‐related	  programming	  and	  integration	  into	  their	  school	  or	  department	  
• President	  –	  Supports	  or	  staffs	  the	  president	  in	  all	  mission-­‐related	  activities	  and	  discussions	  (i.e.	  The	  president	  always	  remains	  the	  chief	  mission	  spokesperson	  of	  the	  university)	  
• Web	  site	  –	  Oversees	  the	  development	  and	  maintenance	  of	  web-­‐based	  resources	  designed	  to	  foster	  the	  spiritual	  development	  of	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  students	  and	  increase	  mission	  integration	  in	  curricular	  and	  co-­‐curricular	  activities	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Second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  and	  data	  analysis	  Although	  many	  Delphi	  studies	  ask	  participants	  in	  the	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  to	  reconsider	  their	  first-­‐round	  responses	  for	  each	  item	  (e.g.	  duty	  and	  responsibility)	  in	  light	  of	  the	  mean	  scores,	  sometimes	  Delphi	  studies	  remove	  from	  the	  second	  round	  questionnaire	  those	  items	  that	  already	  gained	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round	  (Keeney,	  Hasson,	  &	  McKenna,	  2011).	  In	  these	  studies,	  the	  second	  round	  asks	  participants	  to	  reconsider	  only	  those	  items	  that	  did	  not	  reach	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round,	  as	  well	  as	  any	  new	  items	  suggested	  by	  participants.	  This	  study	  adopted	  the	  latter	  method	  but	  only	  after	  carefully	  considering	  the	  disadvantages	  and	  advantages	  of	  this	  approach.	  	  On	  the	  positive	  side,	  removing	  items	  that	  achieved	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  first	  round	  shortens	  the	  second	  round	  and	  decreases	  the	  estimated	  time	  required	  to	  complete	  the	  questionnaire.	  It	  may	  also	  motivate	  the	  participant	  panel	  to	  remain	  engaged	  in	  the	  Delphi	  process	  because	  they	  can	  see	  that	  the	  consensus	  building	  has	  already	  worked.	  However,	  on	  the	  negative	  side,	  items	  that	  did	  not	  achieve	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round	  and	  are	  resent	  in	  the	  second	  round	  for	  participant	  review	  have	  an	  opportunity	  to	  receive	  a	  higher	  rating	  of	  importance	  and	  reach	  a	  higher	  level	  of	  consensus	  than	  the	  items	  removed	  after	  the	  first	  round.	  By	  keeping	  all	  of	  the	  items	  in	  for	  both	  rounds,	  every	  item	  has	  an	  equal	  chance	  to	  receive	  the	  highest	  importance	  rating	  and	  consensus	  level	  as	  every	  other	  item	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  Since	  this	  study	  was	  divided	  into	  two	  phases,	  with	  two	  Delphi	  questionnaires	  in	  each	  phase,	  concerns	  that	  participants	  may	  drop	  out	  before	  completing	  all	  four	  surveys	  factored	  into	  the	  final	  decision.	  Largely	  for	  this	  reason,	  it	  was	  decided	  that	  the	  advantages	  of	  removing	  or	  “banking”	  items	  that	  reached	  consensus	  outweighed	  the	  disadvantages.	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Consequently,	  since	  21	  of	  the	  22	  duties	  reached	  the	  threshold	  of	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round,	  the	  second	  round	  Delphi	  questionnaire	  was	  substantially	  shorter.	  Similar	  to	  the	  first-­‐round	  survey,	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  rerate	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  three	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  that	  did	  not	  reach	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round	  and/or	  were	  substantially	  revised	  and	  the	  five	  new	  duties	  based	  upon	  the	  same	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale	  used	  in	  the	  first-­‐round.	  Participants	  were	  also	  invited	  to	  comment	  again	  on	  both	  the	  revised	  and	  new	  duties.	  As	  in	  round	  one,	  the	  questionnaire	  was	  delivered	  online	  using	  Qualtrics	  survey	  software	  tools.	  The	  survey	  was	  sent	  to	  the	  38	  participants	  who	  completed	  the	  first-­‐round	  survey.	  As	  in	  that	  round,	  the	  Qualtrics	  distribution	  tool	  made	  it	  possible	  to	  monitor	  survey	  completion	  and	  send	  email	  reminders	  to	  those	  who	  had	  not	  submitted	  the	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  after	  10	  days.	  Thirty-­‐seven	  of	  the	  38	  first-­‐round	  participants	  completed	  and	  submitted	  the	  second-­‐round	  survey.	  Once	  all	  of	  the	  second-­‐round	  questionnaires	  were	  received,	  Qualtrics	  survey	  tools	  were	  utilized	  again	  to	  calculate	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  for	  each	  of	  the	  eight	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  rate	  (See	  Table	  5).	  Based	  upon	  those	  calculations,	  the	  mean	  scores	  for	  the	  eight	  second-­‐round	  duties	  ranged	  from	  4.70	  to	  3.51	  indicating	  the	  participant	  panel,	  as	  a	  whole,	  rated	  the	  revised	  and	  new	  duties	  between	  “critically	  important”	  and	  “important.”	  In	  addition,	  the	  standard	  deviations	  ranged	  from	  0.48	  to	  0.93	  indicating	  that	  all	  eight	  duties	  reached	  the	  threshold	  for	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  second	  round.	  Table	  5	  –	  Revised	  and	  additional	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  ranked	  by	  mean	  (level	  of	  importance)	  where	  N	  =	  number	  of	  responses,	  M	  =	  mean,	  SD	  =	  standard	  deviation.	  
   
 
 101	  
M	  and	  SD	  are	  based	  on	  the	  following	  five-­‐point	  scale:	  5	  =	  critically	  important,	  4	  =	  very	  important,	  3	  =	  important,	  2	  =	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  =	  not	  important	  at	  all).	  
	   Duty	  and	  responsibility	   5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   N	   M	   SD	  
1	   Core values - Seeks and fosters concrete ways to 
highlight and integrate the university's core values 
across the campus	   27	   9	   1	   0	   0	   37	   4.70	   0.52	  
2	   Mentoring - Identifies, develops, and mentors other 
leaders across the campus to foster and increase 
mission-related programming and integration into 
their school or department	  
26	   10	   1	   0	   0	   37	   4.68	   0.53	  
3	   President - Supports or staffs the president in all 
mission-related activities and discussions. (i.e. The 
president always remains the chief mission 
spokesperson of the university.)	  
24	   13	   0	   0	   0	   37	   4.65	   0.48	  
4	   Diversity - Attends to the institution’s religious 
identity in a manner that welcomes and engages 
people from diverse faith traditions, cultures, ideas, 
and perspectives	  
25	   9	   3	   0	   0	   37	   4.59	   0.64	  
5	   Liaison - Assists the president in sustaining 
relationships with external constituencies (e.g. the 
sponsoring religious congregation, local 
bishop/diocese, and other groups) on mission 
matters	  
19	   16	   2	   0	   0	   37	   4.46	   0.61	  
6	   Administrators and staff - Partners with the human 
resources department to foster greater mission 
integration within the work of managers, 
administrative assistants, and support staff	  
17	   15	   4	   1	   0	   37	   4.30	   0.78	  
7	   Web site - Oversees the development and 
maintenance of web-based resources designed to 
foster the spiritual development of faculty, staff, and 
students and increase mission integration in 
curricular and co-curricular activities	  
6	   16	   10	   4	   0	   36	   3.67	   0.89	  
8	   Fundraising - Supports the president and 
development office in fundraising efforts to build 
endowment for mission-related programs, centers, 
institutes, and activities	  
5	   15	   11	   6	   0	   37	   3.51	   0.93	  
 
Revised duties A	  separate	  analysis	  also	  compared	  the	  means	  and	  standard	  deviations	  of	  the	  three	  revised	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  between	  the	  first	  and	  second	  rounds.	  All	  three	  revised	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duties	  received	  a	  higher	  mean	  score	  in	  the	  second	  round	  (See	  Table	  6),	  indicating	  the	  participant	  panel,	  as	  a	  whole,	  considered	  the	  revised	  duty	  to	  be	  more	  important	  than	  the	  original.	  Likewise,	  the	  standard	  deviation	  for	  two	  of	  the	  three	  revised	  duties	  (diversity	  and	  
liaison)	  decreased,	  indicating	  a	  higher	  the	  degree	  of	  consensus	  among	  the	  participant	  panel	  for	  those	  two	  duties.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  standard	  deviation	  score	  for	  fundraising	  increased	  0.06	  points	  (from	  0.87	  to	  0.93)	  indicating	  a	  slight	  decline	  in	  consensus	  for	  this	  duty	  between	  the	  first	  and	  second	  round.	  As	  noted	  above,	  a	  disadvantage	  of	  removing	  items	  that	  reached	  consensus	  from	  subsequent	  Delphi	  survey	  rounds	  is	  they	  do	  not	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  receive	  a	  higher	  rating	  of	  importance	  and	  reach	  a	  higher	  level	  of	  consensus	  as	  resent	  items	  do.	  This	  is	  significant	  when	  comparing	  the	  mean	  scores	  and	  standard	  deviations	  of	  among	  the	  final	  list	  of	  duties.	  Changes	  in	  the	  descriptive	  statistics	  could	  be	  due	  to	  various	  factors	  such	  as	  the	  revision	  itself,	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  Delphi	  process,	  or	  both.	  Table	  6	  –	  Mean	  and	  standard	  deviations	  of	  the	  participants’	  round	  two	  ratings	  for	  the	  revised	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  	   Revised	  duty	  and	  responsibility	   First	  Round	   Second	  Round	   Increase	  (Decrease)	  
N	   M	   SD	   N	   M	   SD	   M	   SD	  1	   Diversity	  -­‐	  Attends	  to	  the	  institution’s	  religious	  identity	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  welcomes	  and	  engages	  people	  from	  diverse	  faith	  traditions,	  cultures,	  ideas,	  and	  perspectives	  
38	   4.00	   .97	   37	   4.59	   .64	   .59	   (.34)	  
2	   Liaison	  -­‐	  Assists	  the	  president	  in	  sustaining	  relationships	  with	  external	  constituencies	  (e.g.	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  local	  bishop/diocese,	  and	  other	  groups)	  on	  mission	  matters	  
38	   3.79	   1.02	   37	   4.46	   .61	   .67	   (.41)	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   Revised	  duty	  and	  responsibility	   First	  Round	   Second	  Round	   Increase	  (Decrease)	  
N	   M	   SD	   N	   M	   SD	   M	   SD	  3	   Fundraising	  -­‐	  Supports	  the	  president	  and	  development	  office	  in	  fundraising	  efforts	  to	  build	  endowment	  for	  mission-­‐related	  programs,	  centers,	  institutes,	  and	  activities	  
38	   3.29	   .87	   37	   3.51	   .93	   .22	   .06	  
	  
Comments	  As	  in	  the	  first-­‐round	  survey,	  participants	  were	  given	  an	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  any	  of	  the	  revised	  and	  new	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  They	  could	  also	  make	  additional	  suggestions	  for	  improving	  or	  revising	  the	  wording	  of	  the	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  Seventeen	  of	  the	  37	  respondents	  provided	  a	  response	  to	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  open-­‐ended	  questions.	  The	  following	  is	  an	  analysis	  of	  their	  responses	  beginning	  with	  the	  revised	  duties.	  
Diversity	  –	  this	  duty	  received	  feedback	  from	  three	  participants.	  One	  respondent	  indicated	  that	  “people”	  was	  too	  generic	  and	  suggested	  it	  should	  specify	  “students,	  employees,	  alumni,	  and	  other	  supporters,	  as	  well	  as	  various	  external	  groups.”	  Although	  this	  might	  be	  true,	  the	  suggested	  revision	  did	  not	  appear	  to	  improve	  clarity	  and	  so	  the	  original	  item	  was	  left	  alone.	  Similarly,	  another	  respondent	  included	  “ethnicities”	  among	  the	  various	  types	  of	  diversity.	  This	  refinement	  was	  added	  to	  the	  final	  list	  (see	  Appendix	  A).	  A	  third	  respondent	  also	  noted	  “that	  the	  ecumenical	  and	  interfaith	  approach	  is	  critically	  important	  given	  the	  circumstances	  of	  our	  times…	  mean[ing]	  that	  Catholic	  institutions	  of	  higher	  learning	  need	  to	  be	  contexts	  of	  inclusion	  and	  hospitality	  to	  diverse	  expressions	  of	  religion	  and	  spirituality,	  while	  at	  the	  same	  time	  expressing	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  without	  ambiguity.”	  This	  last	  phrase	  “…while	  at	  the	  same	  time	  expressing	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  without	  ambiguity”	  is	  implied	  in	  the	  revised	  duty	  but	  if	  the	  respondent	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did	  not	  understand	  it	  that	  way,	  perhaps	  it	  should	  be	  added.	  This	  respondent’s	  comments	  also	  sum	  up	  the	  challenge	  facing	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  and	  other	  religious	  organizations	  that	  operate	  in	  an	  increasingly	  pluralistic	  society.	  How	  do	  these	  institutions	  make	  people	  with	  different	  or	  no	  religious	  beliefs,	  traditions,	  or	  experiences	  feel	  welcome,	  without	  compromising	  or	  diminishing	  their	  own	  beliefs?	  
Liaison	  –	  this	  duty	  also	  received	  additional	  feedback	  from	  two	  respondents.	  According	  to	  one	  respondent,	  the	  revised	  duty’s	  reference	  to	  “sustaining”	  relationships	  with	  external	  constituencies	  was	  insufficient.	  Senior	  mission	  leaders	  must	  strive	  to	  help	  the	  institution	  “develop	  and	  enhance”	  those	  relationships	  especially	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  which	  “is	  the	  guardian	  of	  the	  Catholic	  culture	  and	  their	  own	  religious	  heritage,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  the	  foundation	  for	  the	  mission	  of	  a	  Catholic	  college	  or	  university.	  Great	  involvement	  by	  [the]	  congregation	  is	  essential	  to	  success	  of	  [the]	  mission	  office.”	  This	  participant’s	  suggestion	  was	  also	  incorporated	  into	  the	  final	  list	  (see	  Appendix	  A).	  
Fundraising	  –	  One	  respondent	  commented	  that	  he	  rated	  this	  duty	  “slightly	  important”	  because	  fundraising	  work	  is	  labor-­‐intensive	  and	  his	  institution’s	  mission	  office	  does	  not	  have	  the	  staff	  or	  the	  budget	  to	  support	  it.	  However,	  another	  respondent	  believes	  mission	  offices	  need	  to	  become	  more	  involved	  with	  the	  development	  office	  in	  the	  work	  of	  “relationship	  building,”	  not	  merely	  for	  fundraising	  purposes	  alone	  but	  to	  help	  alumni	  and	  friends	  continue	  to	  grow	  in	  their	  faith	  and	  make	  a	  living	  response	  to	  it.	  This	  same	  respondent	  was	  also	  concerned	  that	  wealthy	  benefactors,	  with	  religious	  values	  that	  are	  far	  right	  or	  far-­‐left,	  could	  influence	  the	  university	  to	  make	  decisions	  that	  were	  contrary	  to	  its	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mission	  and	  identity.	  These	  comments	  implied	  that	  mission	  officers	  should	  not	  take	  this	  duty	  lightly.	  Nonetheless,	  this	  respondent’s	  view	  on	  this	  duty	  appear	  to	  differ	  from	  the	  majority	  as	  this	  duty	  remained	  at	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  list	  even	  after	  revising	  it	  for	  review	  again	  in	  the	  second	  round.	  In	  addition	  to	  these	  comments,	  participants	  also	  suggested	  the	  following	  improvements	  and	  revisions	  to	  the	  new	  duties.	  
Website	  –	  In	  regards	  to	  the	  website	  duty,	  a	  respondent	  noted:	  “recommends	  resources	  is	  more	  important	  for	  me	  than	  oversight	  and	  maintenance.”	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  original	  description	  of	  the	  duty	  seemed	  to	  suggest	  that	  mission	  officers	  should	  do	  the	  actual	  maintenance	  of	  any	  web	  pages	  related	  to	  mission.	  Since	  this	  was	  not	  the	  intent,	  an	  appropriate	  change	  was	  made	  to	  the	  wording	  of	  this	  duty	  in	  Appendix	  A.	  	  
Mentoring	  –	  In	  the	  second	  round	  survey,	  one	  participant	  made	  the	  following	  comment	  about	  mentoring:	  “I	  would	  include	  the	  development	  of	  a	  representative	  Mission	  Council	  to	  assist	  in	  carrying	  this	  out.	  Representatives	  from	  faculty,	  maintenance,	  administration,	  students,	  campus	  ministry,	  human	  resources,	  IT,	  marketing,	  etc.	  Maybe	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  Mission	  Council	  needs	  its	  own	  line”	  [i.e.	  distinct	  from	  Mentoring].	  Similar	  comments	  were	  made	  in	  the	  first	  round	  survey.	  One	  respondent	  stated:	  “It	  is	  very	  important	  that	  the	  individual	  in	  the	  position	  of	  director	  of	  Mission	  has	  the	  insight,	  gift	  to	  recognize	  the	  gifts	  of	  individuals	  who	  will	  be	  key	  ministers	  in	  the	  ‘team’.”	  Another	  respondent	  noted:	  “I	  regularly	  convene	  the	  leaders	  of	  several	  offices	  involved	  in	  mission	  related	  activities	  –	  The	  Franciscan	  Mission	  Council.”	  Still	  another	  convenes	  a	  mission	  integration	  committee	  consisting	  of	  three	  task	  forces.	  One	  focuses	  on	  academic	  programs	  aiming	  to	  integrate	  Catholic	  social	  teaching	  throughout	  both	  the	  core	  curriculum	  as	  well	  as	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disciplinary	  course	  offerings.	  The	  second	  task	  force	  includes	  campus	  ministry	  and	  student	  affairs	  personnel	  to	  plan	  and	  coordinate	  liturgical	  programs,	  ecumenical	  events,	  and	  service-­‐learning	  projects.	  The	  third	  task	  force	  focuses	  on	  orientation	  and	  welcoming	  new	  members	  of	  the	  university	  community	  including	  –	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  –	  employees,	  students,	  their	  families,	  and	  board	  members.	  Finally,	  a	  fourth	  respondent	  suggested,	  “Working	  with	  and	  networking	  faculty	  in	  mission-­‐related	  committees	  and	  workshops.	  Providing	  curriculum	  workshops	  for	  faculty	  on	  Catholic	  intellectual	  life	  and	  Catholic	  social	  thought.”	  Primarily	  because	  there	  were	  already	  two	  duties	  that	  addressed	  these	  recommendations	  in	  more	  general	  terms	  (see	  “committees”	  and	  “academic	  affairs”	  in	  chapter	  four),	  as	  well	  as	  an	  additional	  duty	  regarding	  “mentoring”	  it	  did	  not	  seem	  necessary	  at	  the	  time	  to	  add	  another	  duty	  specifically	  related	  to	  chairing	  a	  mission	  integration	  committee.	  In	  hindsight,	  I	  believe	  I	  should	  have.	  In	  other	  words,	  what	  the	  participants	  were	  trying	  to	  say	  and	  I	  failed	  to	  perceive,	  is	  that	  serving	  on	  executive	  committees	  where	  the	  mission	  officer	  is	  a	  member	  and	  the	  meeting	  agenda	  covers	  various	  topics	  is	  distinct	  from	  chairing	  a	  mission	  group	  whose	  primary	  purpose	  and	  agenda	  is	  focused	  on	  mission	  integration.	  This	  underscores	  and	  supports	  a	  theme	  mentioned	  in	  the	  final	  chapter	  on	  teamwork.	  In	  other	  words,	  genuine	  mission	  integration	  requires	  a	  team	  approach	  if	  there	  is	  going	  to	  be	  significant	  success	  and	  effect.	  	  
Summary	  of	  Phase	  one	  Phase	  1	  of	  this	  research	  study	  aimed	  to	  identify,	  through	  a	  two-­‐round	  modified	  Delphi	  process,	  the	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  Thirty-­‐seven	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  with	  four	  or	  more	  years	  of	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experience	  completed	  the	  first	  and	  second	  round	  web-­‐based	  questionnaires.	  The	  first	  and	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  asked	  participants	  to	  rate,	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale.	  The	  second	  round	  questionnaire	  did	  not	  include	  the	  21	  duties	  that	  reached	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Participants	  were	  also	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  duties,	  suggest	  revisions,	  and	  propose	  additional	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  that	  were	  not	  listed.	  This	  two-­‐round	  Delphi	  process	  identified	  27	  mission	  officer	  duties	  –	  five	  more	  than	  the	  given	  list	  in	  the	  first	  round	  –	  that	  achieved	  the	  threshold	  of	  consensus	  regarding	  their	  level	  of	  importance	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  scale	  (see	  Table	  6).	  Twenty	  duties	  were	  rated	  critically	  
important	  or	  very	  important	  by	  more	  than	  three-­‐quarters	  of	  the	  participant	  panel.	  The	  remaining	  seven	  duties	  obtained	  a	  mean	  score	  between	  3.51	  and	  4.00	  (important	  to	  very	  
important).	  While	  this	  demarcation	  might	  seem	  arbitrary,	  it	  serves	  to	  make	  some	  distinction	  between	  primary	  duties	  and	  secondary	  duties.	  Yet	  this	  distinction	  may	  vary	  from	  one	  university	  to	  another	  depending	  upon	  the	  unique	  issues	  the	  mission	  leader	  may	  be	  trying	  to	  address.	  Significant	  participant	  feedback	  was	  also	  received	  in	  both	  survey	  rounds	  in	  the	  form	  of	  comments	  and	  suggested	  revisions.	  Much	  of	  the	  feedback	  was	  utilized	  to	  reword	  the	  duties	  to	  improve	  or	  clarify	  their	  meaning.	  Nonetheless,	  individual	  mission	  leaders	  might	  describe	  or	  articulate	  each	  duty	  differently.	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CHAPTER	  5	  –	  COMPETENCIES	  
Introduction	  This	  chapter	  presents	  study	  findings	  from	  the	  second	  phase	  of	  a	  two-­‐phase	  Delphi	  study.	  The	  first	  phase	  of	  the	  study	  identified	  the	  primary	  competencies	  of	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (Chapter	  4).	  The	  second	  phase	  aims	  to	  identify	  the	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities	  mission	  officers	  need	  to	  fulfill	  those	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities.	  The	  participant	  panel	  for	  phase	  two	  is	  comprised	  of	  the	  same	  37	  mission	  officers	  who	  responded	  to	  the	  second-­‐round	  survey	  in	  Phase	  one.	  As	  in	  Phase	  one,	  each	  member	  of	  the	  participant	  panel	  was	  qualified	  to	  participate	  in	  Phase	  two	  due	  to	  his	  or	  her	  experience	  (four	  years	  or	  more)	  as	  a	  mission	  officer	  at	  a	  Catholic	  college	  or	  university.	  Following	  a	  brief	  review	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  Phase	  two	  survey	  questionnaires,	  this	  chapter	  examines	  the	  results	  of	  the	  two-­‐round	  Delphi	  questionnaires	  and	  the	  major	  findings.	  	  
First-­‐round	  questionnaire	  and	  data	  analysis	  Similar	  to	  phase	  one,	  phase	  two	  utilized	  a	  modified	  Delphi	  technique	  to	  identify	  mission	  officer	  competencies.	  The	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  for	  Phase	  2	  contained	  30	  competencies	  for	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  These	  competencies	  were	  developed	  with	  the	  aid	  of	  an	  advisory	  group	  of	  six	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  using	  a	  competency	  model	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  produced	  by	  the	  Catholic	  Healthcare	  Association	  (2009a).	  More	  specifically,	  the	  advisory	  group	  was	  asked	  to	  review	  each	  CHA	  competency	  to	  determine	  if	  it	  was	  relevant	  to	  their	  work	  as	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  Based	  upon	  the	  advisory	  group’s	  feedback,	  a	  number	  of	  CHA	  competencies	  were	  revised	  to	  make	  them	  more	  relevant	  to	  Catholic	  higher	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education,	  others	  were	  deleted	  as	  they	  were	  perceived	  to	  have	  little	  or	  no	  relevancy	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  and	  the	  remainder	  was	  left	  unchanged.	  This	  list	  was	  also	  supplemented	  with	  several	  additional	  competencies	  identified	  in	  a	  2010	  study	  of	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  Similar	  to	  the	  CHA	  competency	  model,	  the	  30	  competencies	  were	  divided	  into	  categories	  or	  areas	  of	  competence.	  They	  are:	  Leadership,	  Communication,	  Catholic	  Tradition,	  Faith	  &	  Spirituality,	  Institutional	  Values	  and	  Heritage,	  and	  Organizational.	  The	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  asked	  participants	  to	  rate,	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale,	  the	  importance	  of	  each	  competency	  using	  the	  following	  Likert	  scale:	  5	  –	  critically	  important,	  4	  –	  very	  important,	  3	  –	  important,	  2	  –	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  –	  not	  important	  at	  all.	  Participants	  were	  also	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  competencies,	  suggest	  revisions,	  and	  propose	  additional	  competencies	  –	  over	  and	  above	  the	  given	  list	  –	  that	  they	  considered	  to	  be	  critically	  or	  very	  important	  to	  the	  position.	  Similar	  to	  Phase	  one,	  the	  Phase	  two	  questionnaire	  provided	  respondents	  opportunities	  to	  revise	  the	  wording	  or	  nature	  of	  the	  competencies	  they	  were	  asked	  to	  rate.	  Respondents	  were	  also	  asked	  to	  list	  any	  additional	  competencies	  not	  contained	  in	  the	  questionnaire.	  	  The	  first-­‐round	  questionnaire	  for	  Phase	  2	  was	  emailed	  on	  April	  12,	  2011	  to	  the	  37	  senior	  mission	  leaders	  mentioned	  above.	  Reminders	  were	  sent	  on	  April	  20,	  2011.	  All	  37	  questionnaires	  were	  returned	  by	  April	  27,	  2011.	  The	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  was	  emailed	  on	  May	  19,	  2011.	  All	  37	  questionnaires	  were	  returned	  by	  June	  2,	  2011.	  High	  participation	  rates	  are	  important	  factor	  in	  the	  validity	  of	  Delphi	  studies	  as	  they	  indicate	  that	  participants	  were	  interested	  in	  the	  research	  topic	  and	  committed	  to	  the	  study’s	  aim.	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Table	  5-­‐1	  –	  Participation	  levels	  in	  the	  four	  Delphi	  rounds	  	   Mailed	  questionnaires	  (n)	   Participants	  (n)	   Participation	  levels	  Phase	  1	  -­‐	  Round	  1	  (Survey	  1)	   45	   38	   84.4%	  Phase	  1	  -­‐	  Round	  2	  (Survey	  2)	   38	   37	   97.4%	  Phase	  2	  -­‐	  Round	  1	  (Survey	  3)	   37	   37	   100%	  Phase	  2	  -­‐	  Round	  2	  (Survey	  4)	   37	   37	   100%	  
	  
Data	  Analysis	  The	  data	  analysis	  was	  both	  quantitative	  and	  qualitative.	  The	  quantitative	  component	  involved	  the	  calculation	  of	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviation	  for	  each	  of	  the	  30	  competencies	  and	  5	  qualifications	  rated	  by	  the	  participants	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  A	  qualitative	  analysis	  of	  responses	  to	  the	  open	  ended	  questions	  in	  the	  survey	  is	  discussed	  later	  in	  this	  chapter.	  	  Once	  all	  of	  the	  first-­‐round	  questionnaires	  were	  submitted,	  Qualtrics	  survey	  tools	  were	  used	  to	  calculate	  the	  mean	  scores	  and	  standard	  deviations	  for	  each	  of	  the	  competencies	  and	  qualifications.	  The	  mean	  scores	  of	  the	  competencies	  ranged	  from	  4.86	  to	  3.41	  with	  25	  competencies	  obtaining	  a	  mean	  score	  of	  4.0	  or	  higher	  (very	  important	  to	  
critically	  important).	  The	  remaining	  five	  competencies	  obtained	  a	  mean	  score	  between	  3.41	  and	  3.99	  (important	  to	  very	  important).	  In	  addition,	  all	  30	  competencies	  reached	  the	  threshold	  for	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  first	  round	  with	  the	  standard	  deviations	  ranging	  from	  0.35	  to	  0.88	  (See	  Appendix	  B).	  	  The	  mean	  scores	  of	  the	  five	  qualifications	  ranged	  from	  4.14	  to	  3.16	  with	  one	  competency	  obtaining	  a	  mean	  score	  of	  4.0	  or	  higher	  (very	  important	  to	  critically	  important).	  The	  remaining	  four	  qualifications	  obtained	  mean	  scores	  between	  3.16	  and	  3.68	  (important	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to	  very	  important).	  In	  addition,	  only	  2	  qualifications	  reached	  the	  threshold	  for	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Since	  all	  of	  the	  competencies	  achieved	  consensus	  in	  the	  first	  round,	  the	  participant	  panel	  was	  not	  asked	  to	  review	  and	  rerate	  them	  in	  the	  second	  round,	  as	  is	  the	  norm	  in	  Delphi	  studies.	  Instead,	  phase	  two	  focused	  entirely	  on	  those	  competencies	  that	  respondents	  may	  have	  commented	  on	  or	  revised	  in	  the	  open-­‐ended	  questions	  as	  well	  as	  several	  additional	  competencies	  and	  qualifications	  that	  were	  raised.	  	  
Analysis	  of	  open-­‐ended	  questions:	  In	  addition	  to	  asking	  participants	  to	  rate	  each	  competency’s	  importance	  on	  a	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale,	  within	  each	  of	  the	  six	  competency	  areas,	  participants	  were	  asked	  (1)	  to	  suggest	  revisions	  if	  a	  duty	  was	  inaccurately	  or	  poorly	  stated;	  and	  (2)	  to	  identify	  additional	  competencies	  that	  were	  not	  included	  among	  the	  given	  list.	  Slightly	  more	  than	  half	  of	  the	  37	  participants	  responded	  to	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  open-­‐ended	  questions.	  In	  some	  cases,	  the	  responses	  were	  more	  commentary	  in	  nature	  rather	  than	  suggestions	  of	  revisions	  or	  additions.	  Based	  upon	  a	  content	  analysis	  of	  the	  open-­‐ended	  responses,	  the	  feedback	  is	  grouped	  into	  three	  categories:	  revised	  competencies,	  alternative	  competencies,	  and	  additional	  competencies.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  section	  is	  to	  share	  some	  of	  this	  feedback	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  analyzing	  any	  needed	  changes	  to	  the	  competencies.	  
Revised	  Competencies	  Revised	  competencies	  were	  further	  divided	  into	  two	  more	  categories.	  Category	  one	  contained	  comments	  suggesting	  only	  minor	  changes	  or	  refinements	  to	  the	  original	  description	  of	  the	  competency.	  Category	  two	  contains	  comments	  suggesting	  more	  significant	  revisions	  that	  substantially	  changed	  the	  essence	  or	  nature	  of	  the	  original	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competency.	  This	  distinction	  was	  important,	  as	  only	  competencies	  that	  underwent	  major	  revisions	  were	  included	  in	  the	  second-­‐round	  survey	  for	  participants	  to	  review,	  compare	  to	  the	  original	  duty,	  and	  rate	  again.	  Category	  1	  –	  Minor	  refinements	  One	  seemingly	  minor	  but	  important	  revision	  was	  given	  regarding	  the	  values	  competency.	  One	  respondent	  added	  the	  phrase	  “in	  a	  visible	  and	  thematic	  way.”	  While	  this	  might	  seem	  trivial,	  accreditation	  bodies	  often	  challenge	  colleges	  and	  universities	  to	  provide	  demonstrable	  evidence	  that	  their	  mission	  statements	  –	  which	  often	  contain	  value	  statements	  –	  are	  being	  lived	  out.	  As	  a	  result,	  mission	  officers	  (and	  anyone	  involved	  in	  assessment)	  are	  looking	  for	  visible	  expressions	  of	  the	  institution’s	  core	  values	  that	  are	  often	  presented	  in	  a	  thematic	  way.	  Similar	  to	  this	  revision,	  another	  respondent	  noted	  how	  challenging	  it	  is	  to	  shape	  the	  institution’s	  ethos	  with	  its	  core	  values	  because	  such	  values	  are	  not	  always	  in	  concert	  with	  the	  personal	  values	  of	  members	  of	  the	  board	  of	  trustees.	  “One	  of	  the	  key	  areas	  here	  is	  the	  challenge	  of	  working	  with	  the	  Board,	  to	  bring	  them	  along	  in	  this	  process.	  There	  is	  real	  trouble	  in	  many	  of	  our	  institutions	  where	  the	  values	  of	  the	  board	  (a	  majority	  of	  whom	  are	  alums)	  are	  not	  always	  the	  values	  of	  the	  university.	  At	  times,	  board	  members	  are	  out	  of	  touch	  with	  the	  values	  the	  mission	  officers	  are	  working	  hard	  to	  share	  across	  the	  university.”	  If	  other	  mission	  officers	  feel	  similarly	  about	  their	  boards,	  one	  could	  only	  imagine	  the	  disparity	  of	  values	  mission	  officers	  must	  encounter	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  with	  faculty	  members,	  administrators,	  staff,	  and	  students	  across	  their	  campuses.	  Another	  respondent	  noted	  that	  strictly	  speaking,	  interfaith	  does	  not	  include	  other	  Christian	  denominations.	  Since	  numerous	  Christian	  denominations	  are	  represented	  on	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Catholic	  university	  campuses,	  it	  was	  recommended	  that	  an	  ecumenical	  sensitivity	  be	  added	  to	  this	  competency.	  This	  seemed	  reasonable	  and	  so	  the	  original	  competency	  was	  refined	  to	  incorporate	  ecumenism.	  Table	  5-­‐2:	  Original	  versus	  refined	  competencies	  (text	  in	  Italics	  reflects	  revisions	  and	  refinements	  made)	  Original	  duty	   Refined	  duty	  
Values	  -­‐	  help	  shape	  an	  academic	  culture	  rooted	  in	  the	  values	  of	  the	  institution	  and	  sponsoring	  congregation	   Values	  -­‐	  help	  shape	  an	  academic	  culture	  rooted	  in	  the	  values	  of	  the	  institution	  and	  sponsoring	  congregation	  in	  a	  visible	  and	  
thematic	  way	  
President	  –	  Assists	  the	  Development	  Office	  in	  promoting	  the	  mission	  in	  its	  advancement	  and	  fundraising	  activities	   Ecumenical	  &	  Interfaith	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  a	  basic	  knowledge	  of	  other	  Christian	  denominations	  and	  world	  religions	  and	  their	  beliefs,	  traditions,	  and	  culture,	  particularly	  those	  embraced	  by	  members	  of	  the	  campus	  community	  	  Category	  2	  –	  Major	  revisions	  Feedback	  from	  a	  number	  of	  respondents	  also	  suggested	  a	  need	  to	  make	  significant	  or	  major	  revisions	  to	  seven	  of	  the	  30	  competencies	  listed	  in	  the	  first	  round	  survey.	  The	  seven	  competencies	  are:	  commitment,	  vision,	  mentoring,	  creative	  thinking,	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  contemporary	  issues,	  and	  policies.	  However,	  since	  it	  was	  usually	  only	  one	  or	  two	  respondents	  suggesting	  a	  revision	  to	  the	  competency	  description,	  in	  the	  second-­‐round	  survey	  the	  participant	  panel	  was	  presented	  with	  both	  the	  original	  description	  as	  well	  as	  the	  revised	  description	  for	  these	  seven	  competencies.	  Participants	  were	  then	  allowed	  to	  choose	  which	  one	  seemed	  to	  describe	  the	  competency	  best.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  2	  above,	  commitment	  to	  the	  mission	  was	  the	  highest	  rated	  competency	  (M	  =	  4.86)	  with	  the	  greatest	  consensus	  (SD	  =	  0.35),	  however	  one	  respondent	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believed	  this	  competency	  (as	  well	  as	  the	  entire	  study)	  frequently	  used	  the	  word	  “mission”	  solely	  in	  reference	  to	  the	  religious	  character	  of	  the	  institution	  rather	  than	  the	  university’s	  primary	  academic	  function	  of	  teaching,	  research,	  and	  service.	  The	  respondent	  claimed	  "mission	  is	  a	  slippery	  word	  because	  it	  is	  sometimes	  used	  about	  the	  mission	  to	  be	  a	  university	  (i.e.	  peer	  review	  research,	  teaching,	  service)	  and	  sometimes	  as	  mission-­‐related	  
activities	  which	  tend	  to	  mean	  things	  peripheral	  to	  the	  university's	  core	  commitments.”	  Although	  this	  was	  not	  the	  intent,	  the	  respondent	  made	  a	  good	  point	  and	  suggested	  the	  wording	  of	  the	  revised	  text	  shown	  below	  “more	  appropriately	  balances	  the	  two	  meanings	  of	  mission.”	  The	  original	  and	  revised	  competency	  is	  shown	  below	  in	  Table	  5-­‐3.	  Similar	  to	  the	  previous	  competency,	  vision	  was	  also	  ranked	  high	  in	  importance	  (M	  =	  4.73)	  and	  achieved	  strong	  consensus	  (SD	  =	  0.51).	  Nonetheless,	  feedback	  from	  two	  participants	  suggested	  revisions	  for	  the	  wording	  of	  this	  competency.	  In	  the	  first	  revision,	  a	  respondent	  suggested	  replacing	  the	  word	  “has”	  with	  “shares…	  with	  the	  president”	  where	  the	  vision	  needs	  to	  go.	  While	  this	  is	  implied	  in	  the	  original	  version,	  stating	  it	  explicitly	  serves	  to	  underscore	  that	  mission	  officers	  do	  not	  act	  alone	  on	  mission	  affairs	  but	  always	  in	  consultation	  with	  the	  president	  (who	  always	  remains	  the	  university’s	  primary	  mission	  leader).	  	  In	  the	  second	  revision,	  a	  respondent	  suggested	  the	  future	  tense	  of	  the	  verb	  “to	  be”	  indicating	  that	  mission	  integration	  is	  always	  an	  ongoing	  process	  rather	  than	  one	  that	  has	  been	  achieved	  (as	  might	  be	  perceived	  by	  the	  present	  tense	  “is	  integrated”),	  because	  the	  institution	  is	  not	  immutable	  but	  forever	  changing	  and	  growing.	  Of	  course,	  the	  original	  wording	  could	  also	  be	  understood	  in	  a	  similar	  way	  that	  in	  some	  areas	  mission	  integration	  has	  already	  occurred	  –	  “is	  integrated”	  –	  whereas	  in	  other	  areas	  significant	  integration	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remains	  to	  be	  done	  –	  “has	  a	  vision	  for	  where	  it	  needs	  to	  go.”	  Since	  the	  two	  revisions	  seemed	  somewhat	  distinct,	  both	  were	  fed	  back	  to	  the	  participant	  panel	  in	  round	  2.	  The	  original	  and	  revised	  competencies	  are	  shown	  below	  in	  Table	  5-­‐3.	  The	  participant	  panel	  also	  rated	  mentoring	  a	  very	  important	  competency	  (M	  =	  4.39)	  and	  achieved	  consensus	  (SD	  of	  0.69)	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  But	  one	  respondent	  felt	  that	  mentoring	  only	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  administrators	  was	  too	  limiting	  and	  suggested	  adding	  “and	  others	  outside	  the	  institution	  who	  might	  have	  the	  interest	  and	  potential.”	  Even	  though	  this	  revision	  seems	  to	  be	  an	  expansion	  of	  a	  job	  duty	  more	  than	  a	  change	  to	  the	  competency,	  the	  following	  revised	  competency	  was	  proposed	  and	  added	  to	  the	  second	  round	  questionnaire.	  The	  original	  and	  revised	  competency	  is	  shown	  below	  in	  Table	  5-­‐3.	  The	  genesis	  of	  the	  creative	  competency	  arose	  from	  another	  study	  of	  mission	  officers	  suggesting	  that	  mission	  leaders	  needed	  to	  be	  able	  to	  “think	  creatively	  of	  ways	  to	  transform	  ideas	  into	  engaging	  and	  interesting	  mission-­‐related	  programs.”	  Obviously	  the	  participant	  panel	  concurred	  as	  this	  was	  ranked	  11th	  out	  of	  the	  30	  listed	  competencies	  with	  a	  SD	  of	  0.60.	  But	  a	  first-­‐round	  respondent	  suggested	  using	  the	  term	  “strategic”	  instead	  of	  creative	  because	  many	  mission	  officers	  “do	  not	  see	  themselves	  as	  creative	  but	  may	  see	  strategic	  as	  critical.”	  Another	  respondent	  added	  that	  mission	  officers	  need	  the	  “ability	  and	  insight	  to	  recognize	  the	  gifts	  of	  others	  who	  can	  serve	  as	  key	  ministers	  on	  the	  team.”	  In	  other	  words,	  being	  strategic	  implies	  an	  ability	  to	  identify	  and	  work	  collaboratively	  with	  others	  who	  have	  creative	  ideas	  for	  integrating	  the	  mission.	  The	  original	  and	  revised	  competency	  is	  shown	  below	  in	  Table	  5-­‐3.	  
Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  also	  generated	  feedback	  from	  several	  respondents.	  In	  general,	  one	  respondent	  thought	  the	  word	  tradition	  “focuses	  too	  much	  on	  the	  past	  and	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conveys	  a	  sense	  of	  rigidity.”	  Instead,	  the	  respondent	  prefers	  to	  use	  the	  term	  "Catholic	  intellectual	  life"	  finding	  it	  more	  encompassing	  than	  tradition.	  “Intellectual	  life	  includes	  the	  heritage	  of	  the	  past,	  the	  contemporary	  state	  of	  the	  intellectual	  life,	  and	  the	  shape	  of	  things	  to	  come.	  I	  believe	  the	  social	  and	  moral	  teachings	  are	  important,	  but	  I	  think,	  at	  times,	  the	  full	  panoply	  of	  Catholic	  thought	  is	  shortchanged.	  Too	  many	  people	  already	  view	  "moral	  teachings"	  as	  the	  only	  category	  the	  Church	  is	  interested	  in.	  After	  all,	  have	  the	  bishops	  said	  a	  word	  about	  the	  economy	  and	  the	  democrat/republican	  agendas?	  If	  I	  emphasized	  any	  magisterial	  area,	  it	  would	  be	  social	  thought.	  There	  is	  the	  more	  robust	  world	  of	  Catholic	  literature,	  the	  poetry,	  philosophy,	  theology,	  art,	  music,	  architecture,	  natural	  and	  social	  sciences.	  The	  Catholic	  intellectual	  finds	  God	  in	  all	  things	  because	  of	  an	  incarnational	  worldview.”	  Perhaps	  in	  a	  similar	  vein,	  a	  second	  respondent	  proposed	  the	  following	  revision:	  “Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  –	  working	  knowledge	  of	  Catholic	  intellectual	  traditions	  over	  its	  long	  history	  especially	  the	  necessity	  to	  approach	  theological	  and	  disciplinary	  matters	  with	  a	  long	  and	  supple	  memory	  about	  the	  rich	  variety	  of	  Catholic	  thinking	  and	  practice.”	  Use	  of	  the	  plural	  –	  traditions	  –	  seemed	  significant	  since	  within	  the	  CIT,	  there	  are	  various	  other	  traditions	  such	  as	  the	  Franciscan,	  Dominican,	  and	  Benedictine	  intellectual	  traditions	  to	  name	  a	  few.	  Therefore,	  based	  upon	  these	  suggestions,	  particularly	  the	  latter,	  a	  revision	  was	  made	  as	  shown	  below	  in	  Table	  5-­‐3.	  
Contemporary	  issues	  –	  one	  respondent	  expressed	  concern	  that	  while	  some	  mission	  officers	  may	  have	  good	  academic	  credentials,	  they	  “are	  not	  now	  well	  read	  or	  engaged	  in	  the	  various	  dialogues	  going	  on	  in	  the	  Church	  or	  universities	  today.	  For	  example,	  how	  many	  mission	  officers	  have	  read	  a	  single	  encyclical	  by	  Pope	  John	  Paul	  II	  or	  Pope	  Benedict?	  How	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many	  regularly	  read	  and	  reread	  the	  foundational	  documents	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  community,	  its	  religious	  tradition,	  and	  spirituality?	  Being	  an	  articulate,	  sympathetic,	  contemporary	  spokesperson	  from	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  Church	  and	  the	  religious	  tradition	  sponsoring	  a	  university	  is	  critical.”	  Based	  upon	  this	  feedback,	  the	  responded	  seemed	  to	  suggest	  that	  mission	  officers	  should	  read	  regularly,	  not	  merely	  literature	  pertaining	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education,	  but	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  Church	  as	  well.	  The	  original	  and	  revised	  competency	  is	  shown	  below	  in	  Table	  5-­‐3.	  One	  respondent	  submitted	  the	  following	  revision	  related	  to	  policies:	  “Ensure	  that	  policies	  are	  collaboratively	  developed	  and	  aligned	  with	  the	  institution’s	  mission,	  values,	  and	  heritage.”	  This	  revision	  was	  helpful	  because	  many	  policies	  are	  developed	  without	  any	  direct	  involvement	  by	  the	  mission	  officer.	  Nonetheless,	  the	  mission	  officer	  needs	  to	  ensure	  that	  any	  new	  or	  revised	  policy	  is	  aligned	  with	  the	  university’s	  religious	  values	  and	  character.	  So	  this	  competency	  was	  revised	  as	  follows	  but	  not	  resubmitted	  to	  the	  participant	  panel	  for	  review	  as	  the	  changes	  were	  considered	  minor	  in	  nature.	  Table	  5-­‐3:	  Original	  versus	  revised	  competencies	  (text	  in	  Italics	  reflects	  revisions	  and	  refinements	  made)	  Competency	   Original	   Revision	  Commitment	   Demonstrate	  a	  passion	  for	  and	  commitment	  to	  the	  institution’s	  mission	  and	  values	   Demonstrate	  a	  passion	  for	  and	  commitment	  to	  the	  integration	  of	  all	  the	  core	  elements	  of	  the	  university’s	  identity	  Mentoring	   identify	  and	  mentor	  emerging	  mission	  leaders	  among	  the	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  administrators	  
identify	  and	  mentor	  emerging	  mission	  leaders	  among	  the	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  administrators	  and	  others	  outside	  the	  
institution	  who	  might	  have	  the	  interest	  
and	  potential	  Vision	   Sees	  clearly	  how	  the	  mission	  is	  integrated	  within	  the	  college	  or	  university,	  and	  has	  a	  vision	  for	  where	  it	  needs	  to	  go	  
1	  –	  Sees	  clearly	  how	  the	  mission	  is	  integrated	  within	  the	  college	  or	  university	  and	  shares	  a	  vision	  with	  the	  
president	  for	  where	  it	  needs	  to	  go	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Competency	   Original	   Revision	  2	  –	  Sees	  clearly	  how	  the	  mission	  can	  be	  integrated	  within	  the	  college	  or	  university,	  even	  as	  change	  and	  growth	  
occur	  CIT	   demonstrate	  a	  working	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  particularly	  Catholic	  social	  teaching	  and	  Catholic	  moral	  teaching	  
demonstrate	  a	  working	  knowledge	  of	  Catholic	  intellectual	  traditions	  over	  their	  
long	  history	  especially	  the	  necessity	  to	  
approach	  theological	  and	  disciplinary	  
matters	  with	  a	  long	  and	  supple	  memory	  
about	  the	  rich	  variety	  of	  Catholic	  
thinking	  and	  practice	  Creative	   think	  creatively	  particularly	  by	  transforming	  ideas	  into	  mission-­‐related	  programs,	  activities,	  and	  other	  projects	  that	  are	  appealing	  and	  relevant	  
think	  strategically	  in	  collaboration	  with	  
others	  to	  integrate	  the	  mission	  more	  fully	  
into	  academic	  programs	  and	  activities	  that	  are	  appealing	  and	  relevant	  Contemporary	  issues	   demonstrate	  familiarity	  with	  current	  literature,	  theories,	  practices,	  and	  trends	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  
demonstrate	  that	  one	  is	  well	  read	  and	  familiar	  with	  current	  literature,	  theories,	  practices,	  and	  trends	  related	  to	  
the	  Catholic	  Church	  and	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  Policies	   collaboratively	  develop	  and	  support	  appropriate	  mission-­‐related	  policies	  and	  strategies	   Ensure	  that	  policies	  are	  collaboratively	  developed	  and	  aligned	  with	  the	  institution’s	  mission,	  values,	  and	  
heritage	  
 	  
Alternative	  competencies	  Some	  feedback	  from	  respondents	  sometimes	  seemed	  to	  suggest	  not	  merely	  a	  revision	  of	  the	  competency	  but	  rather	  an	  alternative	  competency.	  The	  three	  competencies	  were:	  spiritual	  and	  faith	  development,	  sacrament	  and	  rituals,	  and	  advocate.	  The	  first	  two	  were	  associated	  with	  the	  competency	  category:	  faith	  and	  spirituality.	  Four	  respondents	  commented	  that	  several	  competencies	  in	  this	  category	  seemed	  to	  inappropriately	  conflate	  the	  role	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  and	  campus	  ministry.	  This	  was	  particularly	  true	  for	  Spiritual	  
and	  Faith	  development.	  One	  respondent	  noted	  this	  competency	  is	  “hard	  to	  separate	  from	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the	  task	  of	  campus	  ministry”	  while	  another	  said,	  “it	  rests	  with	  the	  chaplain	  and	  campus	  ministry	  persons.	  It	  is	  not	  the	  primary	  duty	  [or	  competency]	  of	  the	  mission	  person.”	  These	  respondents	  and	  two	  others	  also	  stressed	  that	  while	  mission	  officers	  and	  campus	  ministers	  should	  “collaborate,”	  “be	  supportive,”	  and	  “work	  together,”	  it	  is	  also	  important	  for	  the	  campus	  community	  to	  recognize	  that	  their	  roles	  are	  distinct	  and	  should	  be	  differentiated	  from	  each	  another.	  	  In	  a	  different	  way,	  another	  respondent	  seemed	  to	  concur	  by	  suggesting	  a	  revision	  of	  this	  competency	  away	  from	  facilitating	  spiritual	  development	  to	  “having	  a	  working	  knowledge	  of	  the	  spirituality	  of	  adolescents	  in	  today’s	  society;	  knowledge	  of	  recent	  studies	  of	  the	  spirituality	  of	  college-­‐age	  youth.”	  In	  other	  words,	  while	  this	  suggested	  revision	  seemed	  to	  imply	  that	  mission	  officers	  are	  not	  responsible	  for	  developing	  student’s	  faith,	  they	  should	  be	  knowledgeable	  about	  the	  topic	  in	  general	  and	  the	  findings	  of	  recent	  studies.	  Since	  this	  suggested	  revision	  was	  significantly	  different	  from	  the	  original,	  it	  was	  fed	  back	  to	  the	  participant	  panel	  in	  the	  second	  round	  survey	  as	  an	  alternative	  competency	  as	  follows	  asking	  participants	  to	  select	  the	  original,	  alternative,	  both,	  or	  neither.	  Two	  other	  respondents	  made	  similar	  comments	  regarding	  sacrament	  and	  ritual	  asserting	  that	  since	  mission	  officers	  cannot	  be	  expected	  to	  have	  every	  skill,	  they	  need	  to	  be	  able	  to	  “collaborate	  with	  and	  engaged	  others	  whose	  expertise	  is	  liturgy	  and	  sacraments”	  and	  “who	  share	  the	  responsibility	  for	  these	  critical	  competencies.”	  Similar	  but	  distinct	  from	  these	  comments,	  another	  respondent	  suggested	  that	  perhaps	  even	  more	  important	  than	  
sacrament	  and	  ritual,	  “understanding	  the	  value	  of	  ‘symbols’	  in	  the	  life	  of	  a	  spiritual	  culture	  is	  an	  important	  [mission	  officer]	  competency.”	  This	  person	  added	  that	  mission	  officers	  should	  be	  able	  to	  articulate	  the	  institution’s	  mission	  and	  vision	  through	  “important	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symbols	  around	  campus	  [such	  as]	  campus	  art	  and	  the	  symbolic	  placement	  of	  things	  [e.g.	  statues].”	  Since	  there	  seemed	  to	  be	  some	  ambiguity	  about	  sacrament	  and	  ritual	  as	  a	  mission	  officer	  competency,	  and	  a	  similar	  but	  distinct	  competency	  was	  proposed	  by	  a	  respondent	  regarding	  symbols,	  the	  original	  and	  alternative	  competency	  were	  fed	  back	  to	  the	  participant	  panel	  in	  the	  second	  round	  survey	  as	  shown	  below	  asking	  participants	  to	  select	  the	  original,	  alternative,	  both,	  or	  neither.	  Six	  responses	  were	  generated	  from	  the	  open-­‐ended	  questions	  regarding	  the	  competencies	  associated	  with	  Institutional	  Values	  &	  Heritage.	  In	  this	  category,	  two	  respondents	  provided	  significant	  feedback	  regarding	  the	  competency	  labeled	  advocacy.	  One	  respondent	  stated,	  “this	  is	  not	  particularly	  the	  responsibility	  of	  the	  [mission]	  office	  and	  should	  not	  be	  perceived	  as	  if	  it	  is.”	  A	  second	  respondent	  thought	  this	  competency	  “may	  be	  inappropriate	  for	  colleges	  and	  universities	  founded	  for	  service	  to	  middle	  and/or	  upper	  class	  students.”	  The	  second	  respondent	  suggested	  the	  competency	  might	  be	  better	  associated	  with	  “works	  of	  justice.”	  For	  this	  reason,	  this	  competency	  was	  revised	  as	  shown	  below	  and	  the	  original	  and	  alternative	  competency	  were	  fed	  back	  to	  the	  participant	  panel	  in	  the	  second	  round	  survey	  asking	  participants	  to	  select	  the	  original,	  alternative,	  both,	  or	  neither.	  For	  each	  of	  the	  three	  alternative	  competencies,	  the	  second	  round	  survey	  included	  a	  brief	  explanation	  why	  the	  alternative	  competency	  was	  proposed.	  Table	  5-­‐4:	  Original	  versus	  alternative	  competencies	  
Original	  competency	   Alternative	  competency	  Spiritual	  &	  faith	  development	  –	  foster	  and	  facilitate	  the	  spiritual	  and	  faith	  development	  of	  colleagues	  and	  students	   Spirituality	  &	  religion	  –	  demonstrate	  a	  working	  knowledge	  of	  spirituality	  and	  religion	  in	  American	  society,	  including	  recent	  studies	  on	  these	  topics	  relative	  to	  higher	  education,	  college	  students,	  and	  faculty	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Original	  competency	   Alternative	  competency	  Sacrament	  and	  ritual	  –	  understand	  and	  value	  the	  significance	  of	  sacrament	  and	  ritual	  in	  the	  prayer	  life	  of	  the	  college	  or	  university	   Symbol	  –	  understand	  and	  articulate	  the	  value	  of	  symbols	  (e.g.	  campus	  arts,	  images,	  logos,	  statues,	  buildings]	  that	  express	  the	  institution’s	  mission	  and	  identity	  in	  ways	  that	  words	  and	  rituals	  cannot	  Advocate	  –	  promote	  service	  to	  the	  poor	  and	  advocate	  on	  their	  behalf,	  particularly	  people	  from	  low	  socioeconomic	  backgrounds,	  under-­‐represented	  populations,	  and/or	  those	  with	  special	  needs	  
Social	  Justice	  –	  understand	  and	  apply	  the	  social	  tradition	  of	  the	  church	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  
	  
Additional	  Competencies	  Since	  the	  list	  of	  30	  competencies	  was	  not	  presumed	  to	  be	  all	  inclusive	  or	  exhaustive,	  the	  participant	  panel	  was	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  articulate	  any	  other	  competencies	  beyond	  those	  mentioned	  in	  the	  six	  sections	  above	  that	  they	  believe	  are	  either	  critically	  important	  or	  very	  important.	  Two	  additional	  competencies	  were	  proposed	  as	  follows	  and	  were	  included	  in	  the	  second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  for	  participants	  to	  review	  and	  rate	  their	  importance.	  
• Systemic	  Thinking	  -­‐	  Mission	  officers	  have	  the	  analytical	  competencies	  needed	  to	  understand	  the	  interconnectedness	  among	  and	  between	  the	  various	  segments	  of	  the	  college	  and	  university	  and	  to	  judge	  strategic	  points	  of	  intersection	  and	  impact.	  
• Relational/pastoral	  skills	  –	  ability	  to	  engage	  and	  interrelate	  with	  the	  various	  constituencies	  across	  campus,	  particularly	  the	  faculty,	  by	  demonstrating	  that	  one	  is	  knowledgeable,	  conversational,	  approachable,	  trustworthy,	  and	  caring.	  




Second-­‐round	  questionnaire	  and	  data	  analysis	  In	  the	  second	  round	  for	  Phase	  two,	  participants	  were	  provided	  the	  revised,	  alternative,	  and	  additional	  competencies	  mentioned	  above.	  For	  the	  competencies	  that	  received	  suggestions	  for	  revision,	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  choose	  either	  the	  original	  version,	  revised	  version,	  or	  neither.	  If	  they	  chose	  neither,	  they	  were	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment.	  For	  the	  alternative	  competencies,	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  choose	  the	  original,	  the	  alternative,	  both,	  or	  neither.	  Once	  again,	  if	  they	  chose	  neither,	  they	  were	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment.	  The	  option	  for	  choosing	  both	  was	  presented	  since	  the	  original	  and	  alternative	  were	  somewhat	  distinct.	  Participants	  who	  chose	  either	  the	  revised,	  alternative,	  or	  both,	  were	  also	  asked	  to	  rate	  the	  revised	  and	  alternative	  competencies	  using	  the	  same	  5-­‐point	  Likert	  scale	  used	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Participants	  who	  chose	  any	  of	  the	  original	  versions	  of	  the	  competencies	  were	  not	  asked	  to	  rerate	  them	  since	  they	  had	  already	  done	  so	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  	  
Revised	  competencies	  Table	  5-­‐5	  shows	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  participant	  responses	  to	  the	  seven	  proposed	  revisions.	  Four	  revised	  competencies	  and	  three	  original	  descriptions	  were	  preferred	  by	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  participant	  panel.	  Bolded	  numbers	  indicate	  the	  competency	  version	  preferred	  by	  most	  participants.	  Table	  5-­‐6	  compares	  the	  mean	  scores	  and	  standard	  deviations	  of	  the	  four	  revised	  competencies	  against	  the	  mean	  and	  standard	  deviations	  of	  the	  original	  versions	  attained	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  The	  four	  revised	  competencies	  –	  commitment,	  mentoring,	  vision,	  and	  creative/strategic	  thinking	  –	  were	  included	  in	  the	  final	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list	  of	  competencies	  in	  Appendix	  B	  and	  C	  along	  with	  their	  accompanying	  mean	  scores	  and	  standard	  deviations.	  	  Table	  5-­‐5:	  Original	  versus	  revised	  competencies	  (Total	  =	  total	  number	  of	  respondents)	  Bolded	  numbers	  indicate	  the	  competency	  version	  preferred	  by	  most	  participants	  Competency	   Original	   Revision	   Revision	  2	   Neither	   Total	  Commitment	   16	   18	   	   3	   37	  Mentoring	   12	   21	   	   4	   37	  Vision	  (had	  two	  revised	  options)	   5	   9	   19	   4	   37	  Creative/strategic	   8	   21	   	   8	   37	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	   22	   8	   	   7	   37	  Contemporary	  issues	   19	   15	   	   2	   36	  Policies	   18	   12	   	   7	   37	  	  Table	  5-­‐6:	  Descriptive	  statistics	  of	  four	  revised	  competencies	  selected	  by	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  participant	  panel	  	   Original	  version	   Revised	  version	  Competency	   N	   M	   SD	   N	   M	   SD	  Commitment	   37	   4.86	   .35	   18	   4.78	   .43	  Mentoring	   37	   4.39	   .69	   21	   4.29	   .78	  Vision	   37	   4.73	   .51	   19	   4.63	   .60	  Creative/strategic	  thinking	   37	   4.43	   .60	   21	   4.62	   .50	  	  
Alternative	  competencies	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  revised	  competencies,	  three	  alternative	  competencies	  were	  also	  presented	  to	  the	  participant	  panel.	  Since	  the	  alternative	  competencies	  were	  somewhat	  more	  distinct	  from	  one	  another	  than	  the	  revised	  competencies,	  participants	  were	  provided	  an	  additional	  option	  to	  choose	  both	  competencies.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  5-­‐7,	  in	  each	  case	  the	  majority	  of	  participants	  preferred	  the	  alternative	  competency	  to	  the	  original.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  alternative	  competency	  more	  appropriately	  described	  the	  ability	  or	  knowledge	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needed	  for	  mission	  leadership	  than	  the	  original.	  However,	  in	  one	  case	  more	  respondents	  selected	  both	  as	  an	  option	  (sacrament	  and	  ritual	  versus	  symbol).	  For	  this	  reason,	  both	  the	  original	  competency	  and	  the	  alternative	  competency	  were	  included	  in	  the	  final	  competency	  listing.	  (See	  Appendix	  B	  and	  C)	  Table	  5-­‐7:	  Original	  versus	  alternative	  competencies	  (N	  =	  total	  number	  of	  respondents)	  Bolded	  numbers	  indicate	  the	  competency	  version	  preferred	  by	  most	  participants	  Competency	   Original	   Alternative	   Both	   Neither	   N	  Spiritual	  and	  faith	  development	  vs	   11	   	   6	   6	   37	  Spirituality	  and	  religion	   	   14	  Sacrament	  and	  ritual	  vs	   5	   	   16	   5	   37	  Symbol	   	   11	  Advocate	  vs	   5	   	   13	   4	   37	  Social	  Justice	   	   15	  
 A	  review	  of	  the	  feedback	  from	  the	  respondents	  who	  chose	  “neither”	  revealed	  important	  information.	  Feedback	  from	  five	  of	  the	  six	  respondents	  who	  selected	  neither	  for	  the	  competencies	  associated	  with	  spirituality	  and	  faith	  development/religion	  thought	  that	  both	  the	  original	  and	  alternative	  competencies	  were	  more	  relevant	  to	  the	  duties	  of	  campus	  ministry	  and	  were	  not	  relevant	  to	  the	  role	  of	  mission	  officers.	  In	  other	  words,	  a	  subset	  of	  five	  or	  six	  participants	  remained	  vocal	  throughout	  this	  study	  that	  several	  competencies,	  including	  these,	  were	  more	  appropriately	  associated	  with	  campus	  ministry,	  not	  the	  mission	  officer.	  
Additional	  competencies	  As	  noted	  in	  the	  above,	  the	  participant	  panel	  proposed	  two	  additional	  competencies	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Tables	  5-­‐8	  show	  the	  results	  from	  the	  second	  responses.	  Both	  items	  met	  the	  requirements	  for	  consensus	  on	  their	  importance.	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Table	  5-­‐8:	  Additional	  competencies	  proposed	  by	  respondents	  in	  the	  first	  round	  	  
 
	   	   Cat
ego
ry	  
Importance	   	   	   	  
#	   Competency	   1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   N	   M	   SD	  1	   Systemic	  Thinking	  -­‐	  Mission	  officers	  have	  the	  analytical	  competencies	  needed	  to	  understand	  the	  interconnectedness	  among	  and	  between	  the	  various	  segments	  of	  the	  college	  and	  university	  and	  to	  judge	  strategic	  points	  of	  intersection	  and	  impact.	  
L	   1	   2	   3	   21	   10	   37	   4.00	   0.91	  
2	   Interpersonal/pastoral	  skills	  –	  ability	  to	  engage	  and	  interrelate	  with	  the	  various	  constituencies	  across	  campus,	  particularly	  the	  faculty,	  by	  demonstrating	  that	  one	  is	  knowledgeable,	  conversational,	  approachable,	  caring,	  and	  trustworthy.	  
C	   0	   0	   1	   12	   24	   37	   4.62	   0.55	  
 	  Table	  5-­‐9:	  Additional	  personal	  qualifications	  proposed	  by	  respondents	  in	  the	  first	  round	  
 
	   	   Importance	   	   	   	  
#	   Qualifications	  and	  experience	   1	   2	   3	   4	   5	   N	   M	   SD	  1	   Active	  participation	  in	  a	  faith	  tradition	   0	   0	   5	   9	   23	   37	   4.49	   0.73	  2	   Training	  in	  organizational	  behavior	  and	  development	   0	   9	   18	   9	   1	   37	   3.05	   0.78	  3	   Experience	  with	  diverse	  cultures,	  languages,	  faith	  traditions,	  and	  people	  that	  have	  challenged	  one’s	  own	  experience	  and	  fostered	  greater	  sensitivity	  to	  diversity	  of	  all	  kinds	  
0	   3	   8	   19	   7	   37	   3.81	   0.84	  
	  
 
Qualifications	  and	  prior	  experience	  In	  the	  first	  round	  of	  phase	  two,	  participants	  were	  also	  asked	  to	  rate	  five	  qualifications	  for	  the	  mission	  officer	  position.	  Participants	  also	  added	  three	  items	  that	  were	  not	  on	  the	  original	  list.	  Participants	  rated	  the	  additional	  items	  in	  the	  second	  round.	  	  Table	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5-­‐9	  below	  shows	  the	  combined	  results	  from	  both	  rounds.	  Two	  qualifications	  were	  rated	  
critically	  important	  or	  very	  important	  by	  more	  than	  three-­‐quarters	  of	  the	  participant	  panel.	  They	  were	  active	  participation	  in	  a	  faith	  tradition	  and	  formation	  experience	  in	  the	  institutional	  charism.	  Still	  important	  but	  less	  so	  was	  experience	  with	  diverse	  cultures,	  organizational	  training,	  and	  faculty,	  pastoral,	  and	  administrative	  experience.	  An	  earned	  doctoral	  degree	  received	  the	  second	  to	  lowest	  score	  among	  the	  eight	  qualifications.	  Collectively,	  qualifications	  and	  prior	  academic	  or	  pastoral	  experiences	  are	  not	  as	  important	  as	  the	  competencies	  identified	  by	  the	  participant	  panel.	  Table	  5-­‐9:	  An	  analysis	  of	  the	  qualifications	  rated	  by	  the	  participant	  panel	  in	  phase	  two	  (N	  =	  number	  of	  responses,	  M	  =	  mean,	  SD	  =	  standard	  deviation.	  M	  and	  SD	  are	  based	  on	  the	  following	  five-­‐point	  scale:	  5	  =	  critically	  important,	  4	  =	  very	  important,	  3	  =	  important,	  2	  =	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  =	  not	  important	  at	  all).	  	   	   	   	   	   	  
# Qualifications and experience 5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
1 Active participation in a faith tradition* 23 0 5 9 0 37 4.49 0.73 
2 Formation experience in the sponsor's 
charism (e.g. retreats, seminars, or other 
formative experiences) 
12 19 5 1 0 37 4.14 0.75 
3 Experience with diverse cultures, languages, 
faith traditions, and people that have 
challenged one’s own experience and 
fostered greater sensitivity to diversity of all 
kinds* 
7 19 8 3 0 37 3.81 0.84 
4 Administrative experience in higher 
education 
7 12 17 1 0 37 3.68 0.82 
5 Faculty experience 8 11 10 7 1 37 3.49 1.12 
6 Pastoral experience 5 14 9 8 1 37 3.38 1.06 
7 Doctoral degree 2 14 11 8 2 37 3.16 1.01 
8 Training in organizational behavior and 
development* 
1 9 18 9 0 37 3.05 0.78 
* - these items were added by participants in phase two, round one of this study.   
       
Summary	  of	  Phase	  Two	  Using	  a	  two-­‐round	  modified	  Delphi	  process,	  Phase	  two	  identified,	  refined,	  and	  achieved	  consensus	  on	  the	  importance	  level	  of	  thirty-­‐two	  competencies	  for	  mission	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leadership	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  and	  five	  position	  qualifications.	  Significant	  participant	  feedback	  was	  also	  received	  in	  both	  survey	  rounds	  in	  the	  form	  of	  comments	  and	  suggested	  revisions.	  Much	  of	  the	  feedback	  was	  utilized	  to	  refine	  and	  revise	  the	  competencies	  to	  improve	  or	  clarify	  their	  meaning.	  Of	  the	  original	  thirty	  competencies	  the	  participant	  panel	  was	  asked	  to	  rate,	  two	  competences	  were	  refined	  in	  minor	  ways.	  Another	  seven	  competencies	  underwent	  more	  substantial	  revisions	  and	  alterations	  by	  the	  participant	  panel.	  Finally,	  the	  participant	  panel	  also	  identified	  two	  additional	  competencies	  not	  included	  in	  the	  original	  list.	  The	  following	  chapter	  discusses	  the	  findings	  from	  the	  data	  collection	  completed	  in	  phases	  one	  and	  two.	  




Introduction	  In	  a	  seminal	  study	  that	  explored	  the	  religious	  Catholic	  culture	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  across	  the	  United	  States,	  Morey	  and	  Piderit	  (2006)	  contend	  Catholic	  institutions	  of	  higher	  learning	  are	  in	  a	  state	  of	  crisis	  and	  need	  for	  change	  to	  sustain	  and	  strengthen	  their	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  vibrant	  religious	  culture.	  These	  authors	  also	  contend	  these	  changes	  will	  not	  happen	  unless	  people	  within	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  become	  catalysts	  for	  change.	  Quoting	  the	  sociologist	  Robert	  Wuthnow,	  Morey	  and	  Piderit	  define	  cultural	  catalysts	  as	  “‘actors	  who	  have	  special	  competencies’	  to	  lead	  and	  spark	  changes	  within	  a	  culture”	  (p.	  23).	  Later	  in	  their	  work,	  Morey	  and	  Piderit	  discuss	  the	  need	  for	  faculty	  to	  have	  a	  dual	  competency,	  one	  in	  their	  academic	  discipline	  and	  the	  other	  in	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  but	  they	  do	  not	  discuss	  competencies	  much	  beyond	  this	  observation.	  	  The	  emergence	  of	  Catholic	  identity	  mission	  officers	  in	  the	  past	  two	  decades	  is	  a	  confirmation	  of	  Morey	  and	  Piderit’s	  claim.	  Mission	  officers	  have	  been	  appointed	  to	  serve	  as	  cultural	  catalysts	  to	  spark	  and	  inspire	  the	  entire	  campus	  community,	  not	  only	  the	  faculty,	  to	  share	  in	  sustaining	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity.	  Yet,	  if	  this	  person	  is	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  Catholic	  cultural	  catalyst	  within	  their	  institution,	  one	  of	  many	  questions	  that	  arise	  is	  what	  “special	  competencies”	  do	  they	  need	  to	  effectively	  spark	  change?	  This	  study	  was	  an	  effort	  to	  develop	  a	  list	  of	  useful	  competencies	  for	  mission	  officers	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  A	  secondary	  aim	  was	  to	  gain	  a	  clearer	  understanding	  of	  the	  position’s	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  upon	  which	  the	  competencies	  would	  be	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based.	  What	  follows	  is	  a	  review	  of	  the	  study’s	  key	  findings	  and	  their	  implications,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  discussion	  of	  recommendations	  for	  mission	  officers,	  the	  institutions	  they	  serve,	  the	  founding	  religious	  congregations	  who	  support	  and	  sponsor	  these	  institutions,	  and	  the	  associations	  established	  to	  foster	  and	  strengthen	  their	  Catholic	  character	  and	  identity.	  The	  chapter	  concludes	  with	  some	  observations	  on	  the	  study’s	  limitations	  as	  well	  as	  opportunities	  for	  future	  research.	  The	  two	  primary	  research	  questions	  in	  this	  study	  were:	  1. What	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties	  do	  experienced	  mission	  leaders	  consider	  to	  be	  fundamental	  or	  essential	  (versus	  incidental	  or	  marginal)	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	  fulfill	  in	  helping	  their	  college	  or	  university	  sustain	  its	  Catholic	  character	  and	  mission?	  2. What	  competencies	  (e.g.	  knowledge,	  skills,	  abilities,	  and	  other	  characteristics)	  do	  experienced	  mission	  officers	  perceive	  to	  be	  essential	  for	  mission	  officers	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  fulfilling	  their	  essential	  job	  responsibilities	  and	  duties?	  	  
Summary	  of	  Key	  Findings	  Duties	  and	  responsibilities	  	  As	  shown	  in	  Appendix	  A,	  twenty-­‐seven	  mission	  officer	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  achieved	  the	  benchmark	  for	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1.0)	  and	  were	  listed	  by	  measure	  of	  importance	  (mean	  score).	  Twenty	  of	  these	  duties	  were	  rated	  as	  critically	  important	  or	  very	  
important	  by	  more	  than	  75%	  of	  the	  participant	  panel.	  Many	  of	  the	  responsibilities	  identified	  by	  respondents	  can	  be	  subdivided	  into	  several	  groups.	  The	  first	  group	  represents	  responsibilities	  associated	  with	  faculty	  and	  staff	  development	  regarding	  mission	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integration	  (e.g.	  support/facilitate	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  formation	  programs,	  foster	  hiring	  for	  mission	  practices,	  identify	  and	  mentor	  other	  mission	  leaders,	  supervise	  personnel,	  and	  personal	  professional	  development).	  A	  second	  group	  reflects	  teamwork	  and	  working	  through	  others	  to	  actualize	  mission	  integration	  (e.g.	  participate	  on	  key	  committees	  and	  strategic	  planning;	  chair/supervise	  mission	  taskforces;	  engage	  academic	  affairs	  and	  student	  affairs,	  collaborate	  with	  campus	  ministry,	  foster	  religious	  mission	  programs	  and	  events).	  A	  third	  group	  includes	  serving	  and	  assisting	  the	  president	  (e.g.	  board	  development,	  liaison	  to	  the	  sponsoring	  congregation	  and/or	  diocese,	  and	  other	  mission	  matters	  that	  arise).	  Important	  too	  is	  the	  need	  to	  report	  regularly	  on	  mission	  integration	  efforts	  and	  assess	  their	  effectiveness,	  as	  well	  as	  serving	  as	  a	  resource	  to	  the	  campus	  on	  mission	  matters.	  Finally,	  there	  are	  various	  miscellaneous	  responsibilities	  that	  some	  respondents	  believed	  could	  be	  delegated	  to	  other	  individuals	  (e.g.	  budgeting,	  development	  of	  print	  resources;	  maintenance	  of	  web	  site,	  social	  media,	  and	  audio-­‐video	  resources;	  and	  fundraising	  efforts).	  Competencies	  Displayed	  in	  Appendix	  B,	  thirty-­‐two	  mission	  officer	  competencies	  achieved	  the	  benchmark	  for	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1.0)	  and	  were	  listed	  by	  measure	  of	  importance	  (mean	  score).	  Twenty-­‐seven	  competencies	  were	  rated	  either	  critically	  important	  or	  very	  important	  by	  more	  than	  75%	  of	  the	  participant	  population.	  The	  32	  competencies	  were	  also	  subdivided	  into	  six	  clusters	  or	  categories.	  In	  order	  of	  importance	  (based	  upon	  the	  average	  mean	  score	  for	  each	  category),	  the	  six	  competency	  categories	  are:	  leadership	  and	  teamwork;	  communication;	  institutional	  values	  and	  heritage;	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition;	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religion	  and	  spirituality;	  and	  organizational	  administration.	  A	  brief	  description	  of	  each	  category	  is	  as	  follows:	  1. Leadership	  and	  teamwork	  competencies	  are	  associated	  with	  engaging	  a	  team-­‐approach	  for	  mission	  leadership	  and	  integration	  through	  strategic	  planning,	  creative	  thinking,	  guidance,	  and	  collaboration.	  2. Effective	  communication	  skills	  are	  essential	  to	  facilitate	  open	  and	  honest	  conversation	  and	  discourse	  across	  the	  university	  about	  mission.	  	  3. Competencies	  associated	  with	  institutional	  values	  and	  mission	  help	  promote	  and	  integrate	  the	  values	  and	  heritage	  of	  the	  college	  or	  university	  in	  decision-­‐making,	  the	  curriculum	  and	  co-­‐curriculum,	  institutional	  policies,	  and	  strategic	  planning.	  	  4. Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition	  competencies	  include	  knowledge	  and	  understanding	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith,	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  and	  Catholic	  social	  thought,	  particularly	  as	  they	  relate	  to	  higher	  education.	  	  5. Spirituality	  and	  faith	  competencies	  enable	  mission	  officers	  to	  serve	  as	  role	  models	  in	  living	  out	  the	  mission	  and	  encourage	  and	  empower	  individuals	  and	  departments	  to	  do	  the	  same.	  	  6. Organizational	  competencies	  are	  needed	  to	  be	  effective	  in	  their	  administrative	  duties.	  	  	  
Discussion	  of	  Findings	  
Duties	  and	  Responsibilities	  To	  provide	  a	  context	  for	  identifying	  and	  understanding	  the	  essential	  competencies	  for	  mission	  officers,	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  review	  a	  list	  of	  22	  duties	  and	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responsibilities	  generated	  from	  a	  content	  analysis	  of	  30+	  mission	  officer	  job	  descriptions	  and	  rate	  them	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  importance.	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  twenty-­‐two	  original	  responsibilities	  reviewed	  by	  the	  participant	  panel,	  respondents	  identified	  five	  more:	  integrating	  core	  values,	  mentoring,	  serving	  the	  president,	  collaboration	  with	  managers	  and	  staff,	  and	  online	  resource	  development.	  In	  addition	  to	  these	  new	  duties,	  respondents	  suggested	  minor	  and	  major	  revisions	  in	  the	  descriptions	  of	  several	  other	  duties:	  orientation,	  program	  and	  event	  activities,	  resource	  materials,	  liaison,	  interfaith,	  and	  fundraising.	  The	  twenty-­‐seven	  duties	  ranged	  in	  importance	  from	  4.74	  (support	  the	  president	  in	  board	  formation	  and	  mission	  matters)	  to	  3.51	  (mission	  fundraising	  efforts)	  on	  the	  following	  five-­‐point	  scale:	  5	  =	  critically	  important,	  4	  =	  very	  important,	  3	  =	  important,	  2	  =	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  =	  not	  important	  at	  all.	  In	  addition	  there	  was	  significant	  consensus	  regarding	  the	  duties’	  degree	  of	  importance.	  This	  consensus	  suggests	  that	  a	  set	  of	  strongly	  agreed	  upon	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  for	  mission	  officers	  have	  been	  established,	  and	  the	  role	  of	  mission	  officers	  is	  more	  clearly	  understood	  and	  commonly	  defined	  within	  that	  community.	  Nearly	  all	  of	  the	  critically	  important	  duties	  centered	  around	  two	  of	  the	  three	  highest	  rated	  duties:	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition,	  and	  charism	  and	  core	  values.	  In	  some	  respects,	  faith	  tradition	  and	  charism	  might	  serve	  as	  a	  position	  description	  rather	  than	  a	  particular	  duty	  or	  responsibility.	  A	  primary	  role	  of	  mission	  officers	  is	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  catalyst	  to	  foster	  engagement	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  intellectual	  tradition	  in	  the	  life	  of	  the	  university.	  This	  is	  particularly	  true	  with	  regard	  to	  teaching,	  research,	  service,	  and	  student	  life.	  Underscoring	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  role	  is	  the	  commonly	  made	  assertion	  that	  “Colleges	  and	  universities	  cannot	  claim	  to	  be	  Catholic	  if	  this	  tradition	  is	  not	  part	  of	  its	  core	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understanding”	  and	  if	  they	  do	  not	  strive	  constantly	  to	  “renew	  it,	  maintain	  it,	  nourish	  it,	  support	  it,	  and	  pass	  it	  on”	  (Margaret	  Steinfels,	  2013,	  p.	  7).	  Key	  competencies	  associated	  with	  this	  aspect	  of	  the	  position	  include	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  as	  well	  as	  a	  commitment	  to	  their	  integration.	  Closely	  related	  to	  this	  central	  role	  of	  mission	  officers	  is	  the	  duty	  to	  foster	  a	  campus-­‐wide	  effort	  to	  nurture	  and	  integrate	  the	  charism	  of	  the	  institution’s	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation.	  Core	  competencies	  related	  to	  these	  responsibilities	  include	  knowledge	  of	  the	  charism,	  values,	  heritage	  and	  spirituality	  that	  are	  central	  to	  the	  institution’s	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  or	  tradition.	  	  
Top-­‐Down	  and	  bottom-­‐up	  The	  study	  findings	  demonstrate	  two	  distinct	  styles	  of	  organizational	  leadership	  that	  reflect	  best	  practice.	  One	  leadership	  style	  is	  a	  hierarchical	  or	  top-­‐down	  approach.	  The	  second	  is	  a	  grass	  roots	  or	  bottom-­‐up	  approach.	  A	  top-­‐down	  approach	  establishes	  reward	  structures	  and	  policies	  in	  order	  to	  support	  organizational	  goals,	  norms	  and	  procedures.	  A	  bottom-­‐up	  approach	  involves	  cultivating	  relationships	  with	  key	  individuals	  and	  groups	  across	  campus	  through	  conversation	  and	  shared	  experiences	  to	  develop	  ownership,	  buy-­‐in,	  and	  a	  shared	  vision.	  Briel	  (2012)	  and	  Heft	  (2012)	  assert	  that	  both	  leadership	  styles	  can	  be	  complementary	  and	  helpful	  for	  institutionalizing	  identity	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  	  For	  example,	  Heft	  (2012)	  notes	  that	  twenty	  years	  ago,	  the	  university	  where	  he	  worked	  began	  to	  interact	  directly	  with	  the	  faculty	  and	  deans	  to	  address	  many	  of	  the	  misunderstandings	  associated	  with	  hiring	  for	  mission.	  They	  organized	  voluntary	  retreats	  or	  workshops	  in	  informal	  settings	  for	  groups	  of	  about	  twenty	  faculty	  members	  and	  deans;	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the	  institution	  provided	  reading	  material	  to	  help	  generate	  discussion	  on	  this	  topic.	  These	  workshops	  were	  repeated	  with	  other	  small	  groups	  so	  than	  within	  a	  year	  or	  so,	  a	  significant	  number	  of	  faculty	  and	  deans	  at	  the	  university	  began	  to	  understand	  more	  clearly	  both	  the	  challenges	  as	  well	  as	  their	  responsibilities	  at	  the	  university	  in	  terms	  of	  its	  Catholic	  identity.	  The	  open	  discussion	  and	  non-­‐lecture	  format	  of	  the	  workshops	  helped	  to	  foster	  buy-­‐in	  from	  this	  most	  critical	  group.	  Due	  to	  the	  success	  of	  this	  “bottom-­‐up”	  approach,	  the	  university	  decided	  to	  require	  workshop	  attendance	  for	  all	  departments	  that	  were	  initiating	  faculty	  search	  processes.	  While	  this	  example	  of	  a	  “top	  down	  reinforcement”	  of	  a	  “bottom	  up	  approach”	  (Heft,	  2012,	  p.	  187)	  is	  more	  a	  reflection	  of	  a	  best	  practice	  in	  institutionalizing	  the	  mission,	  the	  findings	  in	  this	  study	  strongly	  support	  this	  approach.	  Many	  mission	  officer	  responsibilities	  indicate	  it	  is	  a	  high-­‐level	  position	  underscoring	  a	  top-­‐down	  approach	  to	  mission	  integration.	  Yet	  the	  responsibilities	  also	  reveal	  that	  mission	  officers	  must	  cultivate	  relationships	  to	  foster	  teamwork;	  the	  bottom	  up	  approach.	  
High-­‐level	  job	  Much	  of	  the	  work	  of	  mission	  officers	  involves	  interaction	  with	  major	  administrators,	  deans,	  and	  other	  personnel	  at	  the	  highest	  levels	  of	  the	  university.	  Central	  to	  this	  interaction	  is	  having	  a	  seat	  at	  major	  decision-­‐making	  tables	  such	  as	  the	  executive	  council,	  president’s	  cabinet,	  and	  strategic	  planning	  groups	  where	  the	  mission	  officer	  can	  put	  forward	  across	  campus	  agenda	  items	  and	  other	  proposals	  to	  foster	  a	  greater	  integration	  of	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  and	  religious	  charism.	  Likewise,	  when	  important	  issues	  related	  to	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  other	  substantial	  mission	  matters	  arise	  in	  the	  course	  of	  such	  meetings,	  mission	  officers	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  voice	  their	  opinion	  and	  discuss	  their	  thoughts	  with	  key	  university	  personnel.	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At	  this	  level	  and	  with	  the	  president’s	  support,	  mission	  officers	  can	  strive	  to	  influence	  those	  most	  responsible	  for	  curriculum	  and	  co-­‐curriculum	  to	  encourage	  those	  within	  their	  division	  or	  department	  to	  integrate	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  in	  their	  respective	  areas.	  As	  a	  result,	  involvement	  in	  key	  committees	  is	  a	  significant	  responsibility	  and	  one	  the	  mission	  officers	  regard	  highly.	  Closely	  related	  to	  committee	  work	  is	  reporting	  on	  mission	  affairs	  to	  foster	  meaningful	  conversation	  and	  keep	  senior	  administrators	  informed...	  For	  this	  reason,	  communication	  skills	  are	  vital.	  Particularly	  important	  is	  the	  ability	  to	  articulate	  the	  religious	  mission,	  charism,	  institutional	  values	  and	  Catholic	  tradition.	  So	  too	  is	  the	  ability	  to	  listen	  and	  solicit	  ideas	  from	  others	  who	  often	  have	  valuable	  insights	  about	  the	  mission	  and	  how	  it	  can	  be	  integrated	  and	  engaged.	  
Teamwork	  -­‐	  Working	  through	  others	  Respondents	  emphasized	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  position	  responsibilities	  containing	  words	  associated	  with	  teamwork	  and	  working	  with	  others,	  such	  as	  collaborating,	  engaging,	  partnering,	  participating,	  facilitating,	  presenting,	  assisting,	  and	  mentoring.	  These	  terms	  underscore	  a	  concept	  that	  is	  key	  to	  accomplishing	  mission	  integration:	  the	  ability	  to	  engage	  others	  in	  the	  task.	  Highly	  ranked	  among	  those	  with	  whom	  mission	  officers	  are	  striving	  to	  engage	  are	  those	  involved	  in	  academic	  affairs,	  including	  senior	  academic	  administrators,	  deans,	  and	  faculty.	  Student	  affairs	  personnel	  are	  another	  important	  group	  with	  whom	  the	  mission	  officer	  works	  to	  foster	  mission	  integration.	  Other	  key	  individuals	  and	  groups	  include	  the	  president,	  board	  of	  trustees,	  directors	  as	  well	  as	  administrative	  assistants,	  support	  staff,	  and	  students.	  Members	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  and	  local	  diocese	  are	  also	  important	  groups	  with	  whom	  mission	  officers	  may	  interact.	  This	  wide	  array	  of	  groups	  and	  individuals	  listed	  within	  mission	  officer’s	  job	  descriptions	  highlights	  Ex	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corde	  Ecclesiae’s	  affirmation	  that	  “everyone	  in	  the	  [university]	  community	  helps	  in	  promoting	  unity,	  and	  each	  one,	  according	  to	  his	  or	  her	  role	  and	  capacity,	  contributes	  towards	  decisions	  which	  affect	  the	  community,	  and	  also	  towards	  maintaining	  and	  strengthening	  the	  distinctive	  Catholic	  character	  of	  the	  institution”	  (John	  Paul	  II,	  1990,	  ¶21).	  Consistent	  with	  the	  prevailing	  literature,	  mission	  officers	  also	  have	  a	  responsibility	  to	  encourage,	  welcome,	  and	  invite	  not	  only	  Catholics	  in	  this	  effort,	  but	  also	  members	  of	  other	  faith	  traditions,	  and	  those	  with	  no	  explicit	  religious	  commitment.	  Each	  brings	  unique	  competencies	  and	  commitment	  that	  are	  essential,	  not	  secondary	  or	  marginal,	  in	  the	  life	  of	  a	  Catholic	  university	  (Breslin,	  2000;	  Briel,	  2012;	  John	  Paul	  II,	  1990).	  	  All	  of	  the	  responsibilities	  associated	  with	  mission	  integration	  are	  significant	  in	  understanding	  the	  competencies	  mission	  officers	  need	  to	  be	  effective.	  While	  many	  of	  the	  skills	  identified	  by	  the	  respondents	  relate	  to	  these	  responsibilities,	  those	  associated	  with	  the	  leadership/teamwork	  category	  (e.g.	  collaboration,	  mentoring,	  and	  diversity)	  and	  communication	  category	  (e.g.	  articulate,	  listening,	  interpersonal,	  and	  consultative)	  is	  the	  most	  important	  and	  relevant	  according	  to	  the	  mission	  officers	  in	  the	  study.	  	  
Competencies	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  thirty	  original	  competencies	  rated	  by	  the	  participant	  panel,	  the	  panel	  identified	  two	  additional	  competencies:	  systemic	  thinking	  and	  interpersonal/pastoral	  skills.	  One	  competency	  –	  institutional	  values	  –	  was	  modified	  slightly	  while	  more	  substantial	  revisions	  were	  made	  to	  seven	  other	  competencies	  –	  commitment,	  vision,	  mentoring,	  creative	  thinking,	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  contemporary	  issues,	  and	  policies.	  Several	  members	  of	  the	  participant	  panel	  questioned	  the	  relevance	  of	  three	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competencies	  –	  spiritual	  and	  faith	  development,	  sacrament	  and	  ritual,	  and	  social	  justice.	  In	  two	  cases,	  an	  alternative	  competency	  was	  chosen	  to	  replace	  the	  original	  competency	  while	  in	  the	  third	  case	  the	  participant	  panel	  chose	  to	  keep	  both	  the	  original	  competency	  and	  alternative	  competency.	  The	  thirty-­‐three	  competencies	  rated	  by	  the	  participant	  panel	  ranged	  in	  importance	  from	  4.86	  (commitment)	  to	  3.41	  (technology)	  on	  the	  five-­‐point	  scale	  mentioned	  above.	  The	  competencies	  identified	  by	  the	  respondents	  in	  this	  study	  provide	  useful	  information	  about	  the	  knowledge,	  skills,	  abilities,	  and	  other	  characteristics	  that	  are	  essential	  for	  effective	  mission	  officer	  practice.	  Similar	  to	  other	  recently	  developed	  competency	  models	  in	  higher	  education,	  such	  as	  community	  college	  presidents	  (American	  Association	  of	  Community	  Colleges,	  2005),	  the	  findings	  in	  this	  study	  indicate	  that	  while	  all	  of	  the	  competencies	  are	  important,	  leadership	  and	  communication	  competencies	  are	  most	  essential.	  This	  is	  followed	  closely	  by	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  abilities	  needed	  to	  help	  foster	  institutional	  values	  and	  heritage,	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition,	  and	  spiritual	  growth	  and	  belief.	  Of	  somewhat	  less	  importance	  are	  organizational	  administration	  skills	  and	  personal	  qualifications	  and	  experience.	  These	  competencies	  are	  significant	  and	  useful	  for	  identifying,	  training,	  and	  assessing	  current	  and	  future	  mission	  officers.	  The	  consensus	  attained	  in	  their	  identification	  by	  the	  study’s	  participants	  suggests	  the	  mission	  officer	  position	  is	  maturing	  in	  its	  understanding	  of	  what	  constitutes	  effective	  professional	  practice.	  	  General	  and	  specific	  competencies	  In	  many	  respects,	  the	  competencies	  associated	  with	  leadership,	  communication,	  and	  organizational	  administration	  are	  general	  in	  nature	  and	  could	  apply	  to	  many	  different	  professional	  leadership	  in	  institutions	  other	  than	  higher	  education.	  Whereas,	  the	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competencies	  associated	  with	  institutional	  values	  and	  heritage,	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition,	  and	  religion	  and	  spirituality	  are	  more	  specific	  to	  the	  position	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  in	  a	  university	  setting.	  	  This	  is	  significant	  for	  both	  recruiting	  and	  training	  purposes.	  From	  a	  recruiting	  perspective,	  finding	  mission	  officer	  candidates	  with	  good	  leadership	  and	  communication	  skills	  might	  be	  easier	  than	  finding	  candidates	  with	  the	  requisite	  knowledge,	  skills,	  and	  personal	  characteristics	  related	  to	  the	  Catholic	  tradition,	  culture,	  and	  faith.	  This	  may	  help	  explain	  why	  study	  participants	  rated	  formation	  experience	  in	  the	  sponsor’s	  charism	  and	  active	  participation	  in	  a	  faith	  tradition	  higher	  than	  administrative	  experience	  in	  higher	  education	  or	  training	  in	  organizational	  behavior.	  It	  underscores	  the	  importance	  in	  developing	  educational	  programs	  that	  are	  specific	  to	  the	  mission	  leader	  position	  and	  foster	  the	  development	  of	  competencies	  that	  cannot	  be	  attained	  through	  more	  general	  leadership	  and	  training	  seminars.	  	  
Specific	  Responsibilities	  and	  Competencies	  for	  Top-­‐down	  and	  Bottom-­‐up	  Leadership	  
Orientation	  and	  continuing	  education	  -­‐	  Among	  the	  critically	  important	  duties	  identified	  in	  this	  study	  is	  the	  need	  to	  offer	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  formation	  programs	  for	  faculty,	  administrators,	  and	  staff	  on	  the	  mission	  and	  Catholic	  culture	  of	  the	  institution.	  There	  is	  evidence	  that	  this	  is	  already	  occurring.	  In	  a	  related	  study,	  James	  et	  al.	  (2010)	  found	  that	  40%	  to	  58%	  of	  mission	  officers	  are	  significantly	  engaged	  in	  new	  employee	  orientation	  programs	  (faculty,	  administrators	  or	  staff)	  while	  another	  30%	  to	  40%	  are	  moderately	  engaged	  and	  18%	  to	  22%	  are	  either	  minimally	  or	  not	  engaged	  at	  all	  in	  orientation	  programs.	  While	  these	  findings	  indicate	  that	  many	  mission	  officers	  are	  fulfilling	  this	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critically	  important	  duty,	  they	  also	  indicate	  there	  is	  room	  for	  improvement,	  particularly	  among	  those	  who	  are	  minimally	  or	  not	  engaged	  at	  all.	  Such	  orientation	  is	  important	  since	  participation	  of	  the	  university	  community,	  particularly	  the	  faculty	  and	  staff,	  is	  one	  of	  the	  central	  requirements	  for	  genuine	  integration	  of	  Catholic	  identity.	  Faculty	  and	  staff	  commitment	  and	  engagement	  in	  this	  process	  is	  essential	  to	  achieve	  any	  measure	  of	  success	  towards	  integrating	  the	  Catholic	  tradition	  of	  intellectual	  inquiry,	  Catholic	  social	  teaching,	  and	  dialogue	  between	  faith	  and	  reason	  throughout	  the	  curriculum	  and	  co-­‐curriculum.	  Orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  of	  faculty,	  staff,	  and	  students	  is	  a	  highly	  ranked	  duty	  and	  responsibility.	  Key	  too	  is	  the	  need	  to	  identify	  and	  mentor	  individuals	  across	  campus	  who	  can	  demonstrate	  an	  openness	  and	  ability	  to	  teach	  others	  on	  integration	  omission	  within	  teaching,	  research,	  or	  co-­‐curricular	  activities.	  
Board	  of	  Trustees	  -­‐	  Assisting	  the	  president	  in	  orienting,	  educating,	  and	  updating	  the	  board	  on	  mission	  matters	  is	  one	  of	  the	  highest	  rated	  responsibilities	  according	  to	  the	  respondents	  in	  this	  study.	  While	  this	  study	  did	  not	  inquire	  why	  they	  rated	  this	  duty	  so	  highly,	  there	  are	  several	  possible	  explanations.	  During	  the	  past	  fifty	  years	  there	  has	  been	  a	  gradual	  but	  significant	  shift	  in	  the	  composition	  of	  governing	  boards	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  from	  an	  almost	  exclusive	  presence	  of	  members	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  to	  a	  predominance	  of	  lay	  men	  and	  women.	  Yet,	  many	  lay	  board	  members	  are	  not	  well	  informed	  about	  the	  Catholic	  character	  of	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  (Ingram,	  2003).	  So	  while	  their	  increased	  presence	  has	  enhanced	  the	  board’s	  fundraising	  potential,	  concerns	  arise	  that	  it	  may	  have	  diminished	  the	  board’s	  knowledge	  of	  and	  commitment	  to	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  identity	  and	  charism	  (Byron,	  2011).	  Such	  concerns	  are	  magnified	  due	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to	  the	  rising	  number	  of	  lay	  presidents	  in	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities,	  many	  of	  whom	  lack	  theological	  education	  and	  religious	  formational	  experience	  similar	  the	  priests	  and	  sisters	  who	  preceded	  them	  (Holtschneider	  &	  Morey,	  2000).	  This	  too	  is	  significant	  since	  the	  president	  is	  the	  primary	  educator	  of	  the	  board	  (Ingram,	  2003).	  Yet,	  as	  the	  number	  of	  lay	  presidents	  in	  Catholic	  universities	  rises,	  mission	  officers	  may	  have	  to	  assume	  a	  more	  significant	  role	  in	  mission	  orientation	  and	  formation	  (Holtschneider	  &	  Morey,	  2000).	  This	  study	  supports	  this	  claim.	  This	  is	  significant	  because	  James	  et	  al.	  (2010)	  found	  that	  one-­‐third	  of	  mission	  officers	  are	  minimally	  engaged	  or	  not	  engaged	  at	  all	  in	  the	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  of	  board	  members	  while	  another	  third	  are	  moderately	  engaged.	  This	  raises	  questions	  as	  to	  why	  this	  is	  the	  case.	  How	  important	  is	  board	  orientation?	  How	  competent	  are	  mission	  officers	  in	  assisting	  their	  president	  with	  board	  education?	  
Hiring	  for	  Mission	  –	  While	  hiring	  for	  mission	  has	  been	  a	  controversial	  subject	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  for	  many	  years,	  this	  study	  supports	  prevailing	  literature	  that	  indicates	  such	  practices	  are	  becoming	  more	  widely	  accepted	  and	  adopted	  (Briel,	  2012;	  Heft,	  2012;	  Heft	  &	  Pestello,	  1999).	  Thirty-­‐five	  of	  the	  38	  respondents	  in	  this	  study	  considered	  it	  a	  “critically	  important”	  (23)	  or	  “very	  important”	  (12)	  duty	  to	  ensure	  that	  search	  and	  hiring	  processes	  incorporate	  inquiries	  regarding	  candidates	  support	  of	  the	  religious	  mission.	  What	  is	  not	  clear	  from	  this	  finding	  is	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  mission	  officers	  should	  actively	  participate	  in	  the	  interview	  process.	  James	  et	  al.	  (2010)	  found	  mission	  officer	  engagement	  in	  hiring	  committees	  to	  be	  the	  exception	  rather	  than	  the	  norm.	  In	  cases	  where	  the	  mission	  officer	  does	  participate,	  it	  may	  be	  that	  he	  or	  she	  is	  a	  member	  of	  the	  faculty	  (McCartney,	  2014).	  This	  study	  suggests	  that	  influencing	  hiring	  for	  mission	  should	  not	  happen	  at	  the	  level	  of	  search	  committee	  participation.	  In	  an	  ideal	  world,	  mission	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officers	  would	  convene	  faculty	  and	  human	  resources	  to	  collaboratively	  develop	  a	  hiring	  for	  mission	  protocol.	  Other	  institutions	  have	  developed	  a	  protocol	  to	  help	  guide	  search	  teams	  integrate	  consideration	  of	  the	  mission	  during	  the	  interview	  process	  (O'Beirne,	  2014).	  Regardless	  of	  what	  method	  a	  university	  chooses,	  this	  study	  indicates	  that	  selecting	  the	  best	  candidate	  cannot	  ignore	  their	  openness	  to	  mission	  integration	  and	  the	  institution’s	  Catholic	  character.	  
Staff	  –	  Several	  participants	  noted	  that	  the	  staff	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  is	  highly	  important.	  sufficient	  staffing	  for	  the	  mission	  officer	  function	  is	  critical	  too.	  In	  the	  context	  of	  using	  web	  resources	  to	  forward	  the	  mission,	  one	  respondent	  noted,	  “the	  ‘ideal’	  mission	  officer	  needs	  a	  staff	  to	  be	  excellent	  in	  fulfilling	  the	  role.”	  A	  second	  comment	  stated,	  “The	  word	  ‘staffing’	  underlies	  competencies.	  I	  don’t	  know	  how	  you	  include	  this	  point	  but	  without	  staffing,	  competencies	  will	  go	  nowhere	  unless	  expectations	  are	  very	  low.”	  In	  a	  similar	  vein,	  another	  respondent	  said,	  “some	  of	  these	  competencies	  could	  be	  shared	  by	  others,	  so	  that	  for	  instance,	  if	  a	  mission	  officer	  is	  lacking	  budgeting	  experience,	  they	  simply	  know	  whom	  to	  consult.”	  A	  fourth	  and	  final	  respondent	  was	  quite	  emphatic	  on	  this	  point,	  particularly	  regarding	  technology	  stating,	  “If	  the	  mission	  leader	  is	  not	  technologically	  savvy,	  have	  the	  availability	  of	  a	  person	  who	  is!	  I	  just	  don’t	  think	  we	  can	  expect	  all	  skills	  and	  talent	  to	  be	  harbored	  in	  one	  person!	  I	  would	  always	  put	  the	  personal	  skills	  ahead	  of	  the	  technical	  skills!”	  These	  comments	  are	  indicative	  of	  why	  four	  of	  the	  five	  competencies	  in	  the	  Organizational	  Management	  category	  not	  only	  had	  a	  mean	  score	  below	  4	  (they	  ranged	  from	  3.78	  to	  3.41),	  they	  received	  the	  lowest	  mean	  scores	  on	  the	  entire	  list.	  In	  other	  words,	  skills	  and	  abilities	  in	  the	  area	  of	  assessment,	  organization,	  budgeting,	  and	  technology	  –	  while	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considered	  to	  range	  between	  important	  and	  very	  important	  competencies	  –	  were	  the	  four	  least	  important	  competencies	  of	  all.	  Participants	  indicated	  these	  duties	  and	  competences	  were	  important,	  they	  simply	  were	  not	  critically	  important.	  These	  functions	  and	  tasks	  are	  appropriately	  carried	  out	  by	  staff,	  not	  the	  mission	  officer.	  
Campus	  ministry	  -­‐	  Although	  campus	  ministry	  often	  reports	  to	  the	  mission	  officer	  (James	  et	  al.,	  2010),	  this	  is	  another	  function	  appropriately	  implemented	  by	  professionals	  other	  than	  the	  mission	  officer.	  During	  the	  course	  of	  this	  study,	  a	  vocal	  subset	  of	  participants	  raised	  questions	  and	  concerns	  about	  responsibilities	  associated	  with	  campus	  ministry	  and	  competencies	  affiliated	  with	  faith	  and	  religion.	  While	  they	  acknowledge	  the	  need	  for	  mission	  officers	  and	  campus	  ministers	  to	  collaborate,	  several	  participants	  believed	  the	  competencies	  associated	  with	  faith	  and	  spirituality	  was	  conflating	  the	  two	  positions.	  These	  concerns	  should	  be	  duly	  noted.	  As	  indicated	  in	  chapter	  three	  as	  well	  as	  prevailing	  literature,	  many	  members	  of	  the	  faculty	  erroneously	  assume	  the	  university’s	  religious	  mission	  is	  the	  responsibility	  and	  purview	  of	  campus	  ministry	  and	  the	  departments	  of	  theology	  and	  religious	  studies,	  not	  their	  own	  (Heft,	  2012).	  And	  so	  while	  duties	  and	  competencies	  associated	  with	  campus	  ministry,	  faith	  development,	  and	  spirituality	  indicate	  the	  mission	  officer	  and	  campus	  ministers	  are	  somewhat	  related,	  mission	  officers	  and	  their	  institutions	  should	  underscore	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  two	  positions	  are	  also	  distinct.	  	  
Faculty	  -­‐	  perhaps	  some	  of	  the	  richest	  participant	  feedback	  dealt	  with	  faculty.	  As	  mentioned	  above,	  there	  was	  no	  job	  duty	  that	  was	  specifically	  oriented	  towards	  faculty	  only.	  Perhaps	  there	  should	  have	  been	  since	  the	  literature	  often	  highlights	  the	  crucial	  role	  faculty	  members	  play	  in	  mission	  integration	  (Heft,	  2012).	  As	  one	  respondent	  noted	  in	  the	  third	  survey	  (Phase	  2,	  round	  1),	  “I	  would	  imagine	  that	  in	  subsequent	  sections,	  you	  will	  focus	  on	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the	  role	  of	  the	  mission	  officer	  and	  the	  faculty.	  This	  is	  obviously	  a	  critical	  and	  core	  feature	  of	  the	  mission	  and	  identity	  work.”	  While	  I	  certainly	  agreed	  with	  this	  comment,	  that	  was	  not	  the	  primary	  purpose	  of	  this	  study	  and	  so	  I	  did	  not	  delve	  into	  it	  much	  further.	  Exploring	  the	  mission	  officer’s	  engagement	  with	  faculty	  is	  worthy	  of	  a	  study	  of	  its	  own	  as	  is	  mentioned	  later	  in	  this	  chapter	  regarding	  future	  research.	  To	  underscore	  this	  point,	  several	  other	  panel	  participants	  made	  similar	  comments.	  Key	  to	  faculty	  development,	  as	  one	  respondent	  notes,	  is	  the	  need	  to	  “spend	  time	  developing	  relationships	  with	  faculty	  members.”	  So	  too	  is	  the	  necessity	  to	  “provide	  curriculum	  workshops	  for	  faculty	  on	  Catholic	  intellectual	  life	  and	  Catholic	  social	  thought.”	  Similar	  to	  both	  of	  these	  responses	  is	  another	  need	  to	  deliberately	  “engage	  [well-­‐respected]	  faculty	  members	  to	  participate	  in	  mission-­‐related	  committees,”	  individuals	  who	  can	  then	  help	  mission	  officers	  “develop,	  coordinate,	  and	  facilitate	  mission-­‐based	  faculty	  formation	  programs.”	  Another	  respondent	  said	  mission	  officers	  must	  possess	  the	  “ability	  to	  engage	  others,	  especially	  faculty,	  with	  the	  integration	  of	  mission	  in	  their	  areas	  of	  discipline.”	  These	  comments	  all	  underscore	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  “team	  approach”	  and	  the	  need	  for	  skills	  in	  this	  area.	  Particularly	  in	  terms	  of	  engaging	  the	  faculty,	  the	  mission	  officer	  cannot	  fulfill	  this	  role	  alone.	  He	  or	  she	  will	  need	  faculty	  experts	  who	  have	  demonstrated	  success	  with	  mission	  integration	  in	  their	  courses	  and	  research	  and	  can	  mentor	  junior	  faculty	  members.	  	  
Limitations	  of	  the	  study	  Several	  limitations	  should	  be	  considered	  in	  the	  interpretation	  of	  the	  study	  findings.	  First,	  the	  mission	  officer	  responsibilities	  and	  competencies	  developed	  in	  this	  study	  is	  not	  necessarily	  an	  exhaustive	  list.	  For	  example,	  while	  32	  mission	  officer	  competencies	  were	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identified	  in	  this	  study,	  the	  Catholic	  Health	  Association	  (2009a)	  identified	  63	  competencies	  for	  mission	  leaders	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare;	  the	  American	  Association	  of	  Community	  Colleges	  (2005)	  identified	  45	  for	  community	  college	  leaders;	  and	  the	  ACPA-­‐NASPA	  (2010)	  identified	  336	  for	  student	  affairs	  practitioners.	  [Note:	  the	  competencies	  for	  student	  affairs	  practitioners	  were	  subdivided	  into	  three	  levels:	  beginner	  (124),	  intermediate	  (111),	  and	  advanced	  (101)].	  While	  additional	  competencies	  and	  responsibilities	  could	  have	  been	  added	  to	  the	  original	  lists	  in	  this	  study,	  it	  was	  feared	  that	  a	  more	  exhaustive	  list	  might	  cause	  survey	  fatigue	  among	  the	  participant	  panel.	  In	  addition,	  participants	  were	  given	  opportunities	  in	  each	  survey	  to	  add	  additional	  items	  if	  they	  believed	  any	  important	  competencies	  and	  duties	  were	  missing.	  However,	  a	  different	  participant	  panel	  or	  data	  collection	  methodology	  (i.e.	  focus	  groups)	  may	  have	  identified	  additional	  as	  well	  as	  different	  competencies	  and	  responsibilities	  than	  those	  identified	  by	  the	  respondents	  in	  this	  study.	  Second,	  the	  development	  of	  a	  comprehensive,	  rigorous,	  valid,	  and	  reliable	  list	  of	  professional	  competencies	  models	  is	  an	  iterative	  process.	  It	  involves	  gathering	  data	  from	  literature	  or	  knowledgeable	  individuals,	  analyzing	  it	  by	  grouping	  similar	  items	  into	  categories	  and	  consolidating	  or	  removing	  repetitive	  items,	  pushing	  out	  findings	  for	  review,	  receiving	  feedback,	  making	  revisions,	  resending	  them	  for	  further	  review,	  and	  repeating	  the	  process	  until	  there	  is	  consensus	  on	  the	  final	  list	  and	  categories.	  To	  enhance	  the	  internal	  validity	  of	  the	  analysis,	  Delphi	  studies	  are	  often	  conducted	  by	  multi-­‐member	  research	  teams	  who	  scrutinize	  the	  data	  separately	  and	  compare	  their	  results	  as	  a	  form	  of	  triangulation	  (Brill	  et	  al.,	  2006;	  Burkard	  et	  al.,	  2005).	  This	  study	  lacked	  the	  ability	  to	  involve	  multiple	  researchers	  for	  such	  data	  analysis.	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Third,	  in	  both	  second	  rounds	  of	  this	  two-­‐phase	  study,	  many	  of	  the	  survey	  questions	  focused	  on	  refining	  and	  clarifying	  the	  descriptions	  of	  various	  responsibilities	  and	  competencies	  instead	  of	  trying	  to	  attain	  higher	  consensus	  on	  the	  findings	  from	  the	  first	  round.	  This	  was	  partly	  because	  nearly	  all	  of	  the	  duties	  and	  competencies	  met	  the	  study’s	  standard	  for	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1)	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Therefore,	  the	  second	  round	  questionnaire	  was	  utilized	  to	  review,	  clarify,	  and	  refine	  revisions	  suggested	  by	  the	  participants	  in	  the	  first	  round.	  Although	  this	  was	  helpful	  for	  improving	  the	  descriptions,	  it	  did	  not	  allow	  the	  study	  participants	  to	  review	  and	  revise	  their	  first-­‐round	  response	  based	  upon	  the	  aggregate	  group	  response.	  As	  a	  result,	  some	  responsibilities	  and	  competences	  may	  have	  been	  rated	  higher	  or	  lower	  in	  Appendices	  A	  and	  B	  than	  if	  respondents	  had	  been	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  review	  and	  change	  their	  first-­‐round	  responses.	  Fourth,	  since	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  findings	  in	  Delphi	  studies	  is	  contingent	  upon	  the	  knowledge	  and	  expertise	  of	  the	  participant	  panel,	  criteria	  for	  their	  selection	  is	  paramount	  (Keeney	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  For	  this	  reason,	  some	  Delphi	  studies	  utilize	  several	  criteria	  to	  determine	  participant	  expertise	  such	  as	  years	  of	  experience,	  scholarly	  writing,	  certification,	  and	  education	  level.	  Since	  additional	  selection	  criteria	  other	  than	  years	  of	  experience	  was	  difficult	  to	  ascertain	  for	  this	  study,	  this	  should	  be	  kept	  in	  mind	  is	  assessing	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  study	  findings.	  Fifth,	  although	  the	  research	  methodology	  was	  designed	  to	  gather	  responses	  and	  provide	  feedback	  to	  the	  participant	  panel,	  the	  inability	  of	  the	  participants	  to	  communicate	  face-­‐to-­‐face	  may	  have	  been	  a	  limitation.	  This	  would	  be	  particularly	  true	  where	  a	  participant	  believed	  a	  question	  or	  phrase	  was	  ambiguous	  or	  unclear.	  For	  example,	  in	  the	  first	  survey	  one	  respondent	  thought	  the	  questionnaire	  was	  unclear	  as	  to	  whether	  the	  duties	  related	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specifically	  to	  the	  mission	  officer	  position	  or	  could	  be	  a	  duty	  assigned	  to	  a	  staff	  person	  in	  the	  office	  (e.g.	  part	  of	  that	  person’s	  job	  description	  rather	  than	  the	  mission	  officers).	  As	  a	  result	  he	  was	  uncertain	  about	  how	  to	  rate	  the	  importance	  of	  some	  duties	  and	  competencies.	  Another	  respondent	  thought	  the	  study	  often	  used	  the	  word	  mission	  “inappropriately”	  within	  the	  descriptions	  of	  the	  duties	  and	  competencies,	  and	  felt	  it	  implied	  that	  mission	  integration	  was	  not	  integral	  with	  the	  core	  elements	  of	  a	  university’s	  life.	  The	  inability	  to	  clarify	  any	  misunderstandings	  immediately	  may	  have	  impacted	  participant’s	  responses.	  A	  final	  limitation	  was	  a	  mistake	  in	  the	  fourth	  survey.	  I	  forgot	  to	  send	  the	  respondents	  feedback	  regarding	  the	  five	  position	  qualifications	  they	  rated	  in	  the	  third	  round,	  of	  which	  three	  did	  not	  achieve	  consensus	  (i.e.	  their	  standard	  deviation	  was	  >	  1.0).	  The	  three	  qualifications	  are	  doctoral	  degree,	  faculty	  experience,	  and	  pastoral	  experience.	  As	  a	  consequence,	  consensus	  is	  uncertain	  regarding	  the	  importance	  level	  of	  these	  qualifications.	  	  
Implications	  Recommendations	  for	  practice	  can	  be	  separated	  into	  three	  levels:	  individual,	  institutional,	  and	  national	  (congregational	  and	  Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities).	  
Individual	  -­‐	  On	  an	  individual	  level,	  mission	  officers	  could	  use	  the	  findings	  in	  this	  study	  for	  self-­‐assessment	  purposes.	  What	  critical	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  am	  I	  accomplishing	  well?	  Are	  there	  any	  critically	  important	  responsibilities	  I	  might	  be	  neglecting?	  Why	  is	  that?	  Do	  I	  need	  additional	  staffing?	  How	  well	  do	  I	  foster	  a	  team	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approach	  to	  mission	  integration?	  If	  my	  institution	  does	  not	  have	  a	  mission	  integration	  committee	  or	  task	  force,	  what	  resources	  do	  I	  need	  to	  start	  one?	  Keeping	  in	  mind	  the	  competencies	  needed	  for	  mission	  integration,	  who	  should	  be	  invited	  to	  be	  a	  member	  of	  the	  mission	  group?	  In	  regards	  to	  competencies,	  the	  following	  exclamation	  from	  a	  respondent	  near	  the	  end	  of	  the	  third	  survey	  might	  seems	  appropriate:	  “I	  just	  don’t	  think	  we	  can	  expect	  all	  skills	  and	  talents	  to	  be	  harbored	  in	  one	  person!”	  Obviously,	  the	  respondent	  thought	  it	  impossible	  for	  anyone	  to	  embody	  all	  of	  these	  competencies,	  and	  rightly	  so.	  Competency	  models	  often	  fail	  because	  they	  seem	  to	  set	  a	  level	  of	  leadership	  that	  is	  overwhelming	  and	  unrealistic	  As	  one	  competency	  expert	  humorously	  put	  it,	  “It’s	  a	  bird,	  it’s	  a	  plane,	  it’s	  SuperLeader!”	  (Clemmer,	  2014,	  p.	  28).	  Claiming	  that	  SuperLeaders	  do	  not	  need	  to	  excel	  in	  each	  competency	  to	  move	  from	  “good”	  to	  “great,”	  Clemmer	  (2014)	  advises	  developing	  just	  three	  to	  five	  competencies	  at	  a	  time.	  With	  this	  advice	  in	  mind,	  mission	  officers	  could	  also	  use	  the	  findings	  in	  this	  study	  for	  self-­‐assessment	  purposes.	  What	  competencies	  do	  I	  need	  to	  fulfill	  the	  position’s	  primary	  responsibilities?	  Are	  there	  other	  individuals	  at	  my	  institution,	  or	  among	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation,	  who	  have	  the	  competencies	  to	  assist	  me	  fulfilling	  the	  critical	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  mission	  office?	  What	  educational	  or	  formational	  programs	  could	  further	  my	  own	  professional	  development?	  
Institutional.	  On	  an	  institutional	  level,	  colleges	  and	  universities	  could	  also	  benefit	  from	  some	  of	  Clemmer’s	  (2014)	  advice.	  Exercise	  care	  in	  using	  competencies	  to	  evaluate	  the	  mission	  officer,	  the	  position,	  and	  or	  the	  mission	  office/committee.	  Similar	  to	  performance	  appraisals,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  address	  areas	  for	  employee	  improvement	  and	  development	  if	  the	  focus	  is	  on	  identifying	  weaknesses	  (Clemmer,	  2014).	  With	  this	  in	  mind,	  the	  findings	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from	  this	  study	  could	  be	  useful	  to	  institutions	  seeking	  to	  establish	  or	  review	  the	  mission	  officer	  position.	  Does	  the	  office	  need	  additional	  resources,	  particularly	  in	  terms	  of	  personnel?	  Does	  the	  mission	  officer	  receive	  sufficient	  support	  from	  the	  executive	  level?	  Is	  the	  mission	  officer	  a	  member	  of	  key	  committees?	  Why	  or	  why	  not?	  There	  is	  a	  need	  to	  differentiate	  between	  primary	  and	  secondary	  job	  duties.	  Does	  the	  institution	  have	  a	  mission	  integration	  committee?	  How	  effective	  is	  it?	  Who	  should	  be	  asked	  to	  serve	  on	  that	  committee?	  Will	  service	  on	  the	  committee	  require	  some	  release	  from	  other	  duties?	  Are	  there	  individuals	  even	  outside	  the	  university	  (e.g.	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation)	  who	  could	  serve	  on	  the	  committee	  and/or	  assist	  the	  chief	  mission	  officer?	  
National.	  Finally,	  associations	  that	  have	  been	  formed	  to	  serve	  universities	  sponsored	  by	  a	  religious	  congregation	  (e.g.	  Association	  of	  Jesuit	  Colleges	  and	  Universities)	  or	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  as	  a	  whole	  (Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities)	  could	  use	  the	  findings	  from	  this	  study	  to	  further	  develop	  programs	  to	  help	  mission	  officers	  develop	  the	  skills	  needed	  to	  be	  more	  effective.	  Likewise,	  if	  they	  thought	  it	  beneficial,	  they	  could	  coordinate	  focus	  groups	  (as	  one	  participant	  suggested)	  to	  further	  develop	  the	  competencies	  identified	  in	  this	  study.	  Or	  as	  another	  respondent	  noted	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  final	  survey,	  “I	  would	  recommend	  sending	  the	  whole	  batch	  of	  competencies	  to	  an	  editor	  who	  can	  express	  them	  in	  a	  more	  consistent	  style,	  and	  smooth	  out	  some	  of	  the	  clunky	  language.”	  
	  If	  the	  competencies	  were	  improved	  and	  adopted	  by	  the	  Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  Universities,	  perhaps	  they	  could	  be	  posted	  to	  the	  ACCU	  or	  other	  association	  (e.g.	  AJCU	  -­‐	  Jesuit)	  websites	  where	  members	  could	  obtain	  additional	  resources	  and	  share	  ideas	  about	  how	  they	  are	  using	  the	  competencies	  on	  their	  campuses.	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Over	  the	  last	  several	  years,	  the	  ACCU	  has	  developed	  a	  one-­‐day	  wrap-­‐around	  session	  for	  mission	  officers	  at	  their	  annual	  meeting.	  Perhaps	  one	  of	  the	  annual	  wrap-­‐around	  workshops	  could	  focus	  on	  the	  competencies	  and	  develop	  some	  conversation	  about	  how	  they	  could	  be	  utilized.	  Perhaps	  a	  seminar	  could	  focus	  specifically	  on	  ways	  and	  best	  practices	  for	  engaging	  the	  board	  on	  mission	  matters.	  The	  development	  of	  mission	  officer	  competencies	  in	  this	  study	  is	  an	  initial	  foray	  into	  this	  topic	  for	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  The	  Catholic	  Healthcare	  association	  hired	  a	  Harvard	  scholar	  to	  develop	  its	  first	  list	  of	  competencies	  for	  Catholic	  healthcare	  leaders	  in	  the	  early	  1990s.	  In	  1999,	  the	  competencies	  were	  revised	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  trying	  to	  develop	  a	  graduate	  program	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  leadership.	  Ten	  years	  later	  the	  competencies	  were	  revised	  again	  into	  their	  current	  form.	  So	  while	  competencies	  in	  Catholic	  healthcare	  appear	  to	  be	  constant,	  the	  development	  of	  those	  competencies	  appears	  to	  be	  an	  ongoing	  effort.	  So	  I	  believe	  it	  will	  be	  for	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  One	  final	  recommendation	  for	  practice	  is	  the	  development	  of	  a	  professional	  organization	  for	  mission	  officers	  that	  would	  foster	  networking	  and	  collaborative	  learning	  experiences	  for	  mission	  officers	  and	  similar	  individuals	  who	  are	  responsible	  for	  advancing	  the	  mission	  and	  identity	  of	  a	  Catholic	  college	  or	  university.	  
Implications/	  Recommendations	  for	  Future	  Research	  This	  research	  project	  points	  to	  several	  possibilities	  for	  future	  research.	  This	  study	  identified	  the	  importance	  of	  developing	  committees	  and	  task	  forces	  to	  foster	  a	  team	  approach	  to	  mission	  integration.	  Yet	  it	  is	  unclear	  what	  best	  practices	  these	  teams	  employ	  to	  effectively	  integrate	  mission	  through	  teamwork.	  How	  do	  such	  teams	  keep	  moving	  mission	  integration	  forward	  while	  balancing	  other	  full-­‐time	  responsibilities	  at	  the	  university?	  What	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specific	  competencies	  are	  most	  important	  for	  such	  teamwork?	  One	  participant	  established	  three	  separate	  task	  forces	  at	  his	  institution:	  one	  for	  academics,	  another	  for	  campus	  ministry	  and	  service,	  and	  the	  third	  for	  orientation.	  Is	  it	  better	  to	  have	  multiple	  teams	  to	  achieve	  different	  mission	  integration	  goals	  and	  objectives?	  How	  do	  these	  teams	  assess	  their	  own	  effectiveness?	  The	  previous	  discussion	  of	  a	  top	  down	  and	  bottom	  up	  approach	  to	  mission	  integration	  also	  raises	  questions	  about	  leadership	  theory	  and	  practices.	  Yet	  studies	  applying	  leadership	  theory	  to	  mission	  integration	  are	  scant.	  Particularly	  useful	  might	  be	  Bolman	  and	  Deal’s	  (2013)	  Reframing	  Organizations	  with	  its	  emphasis	  on	  four	  “frames”	  for	  examining	  organizations.	  The	  Human	  Resource	  frame	  focusing	  on	  a	  leader	  as	  servant,	  catalyst,	  and	  mentor	  could	  be	  particularly	  relevant	  to	  mission	  integration.	  Because	  it	  examines	  complex	  phenomena	  within	  a	  particular	  setting	  or	  context,	  qualitative	  case	  study	  methodology	  would	  be	  beneficial	  for	  investigating	  how	  mission	  officer’s	  lead	  mission	  integration	  efforts.	  A	  particular	  focus	  on	  faculty	  engagement	  methodologies	  and	  best	  practices	  would	  be	  very	  helpful	  to	  identify	  best	  practices.	  What	  are	  best	  practices	  for	  mission	  integration	  within	  the	  core	  curriculum,	  liberal	  arts,	  and	  professional	  studies?	  Mission	  assessment	  remains	  another	  challenging	  but	  important	  area	  for	  research.	  Some	  quantitative	  assessment	  tools	  have	  been	  developed	  and	  used	  for	  accreditation	  and	  other	  purposes,	  yet	  they	  are	  usually	  specific	  to	  an	  institution	  and	  difficult	  to	  adapt	  for	  widespread	  usage.	  A	  final	  area	  for	  research	  is	  among	  the	  board	  of	  trustees.	  How	  comfortable	  are	  they	  in	  assuming	  responsibility	  for	  mission	  and	  identity?	  What	  does	  that	  responsibility	  entail?	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What	  competencies	  do	  they	  need	  to	  fulfill	  this	  role?	  This	  research	  could	  include	  exploration	  on	  the	  roles	  of	  the	  president	  and	  mission	  officer	  in	  orientation	  and	  ongoing	  education	  about	  mission	  and	  identity.	  	  	  
Concluding	  Statement	  As	  a	  result	  of	  this	  research	  study,	  a	  coherent	  and	  rich	  description	  of	  mission	  officer’s	  primary	  duties	  and	  responsibilities	  as	  well	  as	  an	  accompanying	  competency	  model	  now	  exists	  for	  this	  emerging	  position	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education.	  The	  development	  of	  these	  viable	  tools	  increases	  the	  understanding	  of	  mission	  officer’s	  role	  within	  the	  university	  and	  contributes	  to	  the	  professionalization	  of	  the	  position.	  As	  many	  initial	  incumbents	  of	  the	  mission	  position	  near	  retirement	  age,	  these	  tools	  can	  also	  be	  used	  for	  succession	  planning	  purposes	  to	  identify	  and	  prepare	  competent	  future	  generations	  of	  mission	  officers.	  	  Yet	  what	  is	  still	  needed	  is	  an	  on-­‐going	  professional	  development	  program	  to	  foster	  mission	  officer	  effectiveness.	  With	  80%	  of	  all	  Association	  of	  Catholic	  Colleges	  and	  University	  members	  indicating	  they	  now	  have	  a	  mission	  officer,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities	  see	  value	  in	  appointing	  a	  competent	  person	  who	  has	  the	  knowledge,	  skills,	  abilities	  and	  other	  characteristics	  to	  galvanize	  members	  of	  each	  campus	  to	  fulfill	  their	  role	  for	  sustaining	  and	  strengthening	  a	  university’s	  Catholic	  character.	  In	  many	  respects,	  mission	  officers	  who	  can	  do	  this	  well	  can	  make	  a	  major	  contribution	  to	  sustaining	  and	  strengthening	  a	  vibrant	  religious	  culture	  on	  the	  campuses	  of	  Catholic	  colleges	  and	  universities.	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Appendix	  A:	  Mission	  Officer	  Duties	  and	  Responsibilities	  
Table 1 – Duties and responsibilities that achieved consensus	  ranked	  by	  mean	  (level	  of	  importance)	  and	  rated	  critically	  important	  or	  very	  important	  by	  more	  than	  three-­‐quarters	  of	  the	  study	  participants.	  	  	  (N = number of responses, M = mean, SD = standard deviation. M and SD are based on the 
following five-point scale: 5 = critically important, 4 = very important, 3 = important, 2 = 
slightly importantly, or 1 = not important at all). 
 
# Duties and responsibilities 5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
1 Board of Trustees - Assists the president in 
orienting, educating, and updating board members on 
mission matters 
29 8 1 0 0 38 4.74 .50 
2 Catholic faith & tradition - Fosters efforts to 
engage the university in a deeper understanding and 
integration of the Catholic faith, Catholic intellectual 
tradition, Catholic social teaching, and Catholic 
moral teaching 
30 6 2 0 0 38 4.74 .55 
3 Core values - Seeks and fosters concrete ways to 
highlight and integrate the university's core values 
across the campus 
27 9 1 0 0 37 4.70 .52 
4 Orientation - Develops and directs initial orientation 
and ongoing education programs for faculty, staff, 
and students regarding the university’s mission and 
values 
27 10 1 0 0 38 4.68 .53 
5 Strategic planning - Engages in strategic planning 
and decision-making to ensure that it is mission-
focused 
26 10 1 0 0 37 4.68 .53 
6 Mentoring - Identifies, develops, and mentors other 
leaders across the campus to foster and increase 
mission-related programming and integration into 
their school or department 
26 10 1 0 0 37 4.68 .53 
7 President - Supports or staffs the president in all 
mission-related activities and discussions (i.e. The 
president always remains the chief mission 
spokesperson of the university) 
24 13 0 0 0 37 4.65 .48 
8 Diversity - Attends to the institution’s religious 
identity in a manner that welcomes and engages 
people from diverse faith traditions, cultures, ideas, 
and perspectives 
25 9 3 0 0 37 4.59 .64 
9 Committees - Participates as a member of key 
committees (those with highest level decision-
making capacity) 
24 12 2 0 0 38 4.58 .60 
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# Duties and responsibilities 5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
10 Academic affairs - Collaborates with the vice 
president of academic affairs, deans, and faculty 
members to integrate the mission within academic 
disciplines, subject areas, and research 
26 8 4 0 0 38 4.58 .68 
11 Hiring - Ensures that search and hiring processes for 
faculty and key administrative positions incorporates 
an awareness of and response to the mission 
23 12 3 0 0 38 4.53 .65 
12 Liaison - Assists the president in developing and 
strengthening relationships with external 
constituencies (e.g. the sponsoring religious 
congregation, local bishop/diocese, and other 
groups) on mission matters 
19 16 2 0 0 37 4.46 .61 
13 Programs & events - Oversees and assists in the 
development and coordination of mission-related 
programs and events 
20 14 4 0 0 38 4.42 .68 
14 Campus ministry - Collaborates with campus 
ministry to foster the university community's 
religious and spiritual needs and development 
23 9 5 1 0 38 4.42 .83 
15 Resource - Serves as a resource to the campus 
community on matters related to mission and values 
17 17 4 0 0 38 4.34 .67 
16 Supervision - Supervises or collaborates with 
campus ministry and other mission-related 
departments, centers, and institutes 
22 8 6 2 0 38 4.32 .93 
17 Administrators and staff - Partners with the human 
resources department to foster greater mission 
integration within the work of managers, 
administrative assistants, and support staff 
17 15 4 1 0 37 4.30 .78 
18 Assessment - Oversees the assessment of mission 
integration and effectiveness on a regular basis 
18 12 8 0 0 38 4.26 .79 
19 Student affairs - Collaborates with student affairs 
personnel to help integrate, educate, and address 
issues related to the institution's Catholic identity, 
mission, and values 
19 11 6 2 0 38 4.24 .91 
20 Budgeting - Prepares and monitors an annual budget 
for mission integration 
12 18 8 0 0 38 4.11 .73 
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Table 2 – Duties and responsibilities that achieved consensus	  ranked	  by	  mean	  (level	  of	  importance)	  and	  rated	  critically	  important	  or	  very	  important	  by	  less	  than	  three-­‐quarters	  of	  the	  study	  participants.	  	  	  (N = number of responses, M = mean, SD = standard deviation. M and SD are based on the 
following five-point scale: 5 = critically important, 4 = very important, 3 = important, 2 = 
slightly importantly, or 1 = not important at all). 
 
# Duty and responsibility 5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
21 Materials - Develops and provides mission-related 
materials and resources for educational, 
advancement, marketing, and hiring purposes 
12 15 10 1 0 38 4.00 .84 
22 Reporting - Reports regularly, both orally and in 
writing, on mission matters 
10 17 11 0 0 38 3.97 .75 
23 Professional development - Attends conferences 
and reads mission-related literature to learn and keep 
current on contemporary issues and best practices 
12 15 9 1 1 38 3.95 .96 
24 Web site – Recommends web-based content 
designed to accurately reflect the institution’s 
Catholic identity and foster mission integration in 
curricular and co-curricular activities 
6 16 10 4 0 36 3.67 .89 
25 Networking - Communicates regularly with other 
mission officers and scholars on mission-related 
matters for the purpose of advancing the mission 
5 14 17 1 1 38 3.55 .86 
26 Environment - Oversees the installation and 
incorporation of mission-related art and symbols on 
campus 
5 14 15 4 0 38 3.53 .86 
27 Fundraising - Supports the president and 
development office in fundraising efforts to build 
endowment for mission-related programs, centers, 
institutes, and activities 
5 15 11 6 0 37 3.51 .93 
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Appendix	  B:	  Mission	  Officer	  Competencies	  Ranked	  by	  Importance	  
Competency categories (L = leadership, C = Communication, FS = Faith and Spirituality, VH = 
Values and Heritage, CT = Catholic tradition, O = Organizational administration). 
 
(N = number of responses, M = mean, SD = standard deviation. M and SD are based on the 
following five-point scale: 5 = critically important, 4 = very important, 3 = important, 2 = 
slightly importantly, or 1 = not important at all). 
 
Table 1 – Competencies that achieved consensus ranked by mean (level of importance) and rated 




5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
1 Commitment - demonstrate a passion for and 
commitment to the mission and values 
L 32 5 0 0 0 37 4.86 0.35 
2 Articulate - articulate the mission accurately, 
authentically, and theologically to internal and 
external constituencies, appropriately matching 
message to audience 
C 30 7 0 0 0 37 4.81 0.40 
3 Vision - see clearly how the mission is integrated 
within the college or university, and has a vision 
for where it needs to go 
L 28 8 1 0 0 37 4.73 0.51 
4 Collaboration - develop, enhance, and sustain a 
team approach to mission leadership that is flexible 
and goal-oriented 
L 27 8 2 0 0 37 4.68 0.58 
5 Charism - demonstrate an experiential knowledge 
of the charism and spirituality of the sponsoring 
religious congregation or group 
FS 27 8 2 0 0 37 4.68 0.58 
6 Interpersonal/pastoral skills* – ability to engage 
and interrelate with the various constituencies 
across campus, particularly the faculty, by 
demonstrating that one is knowledgeable, 
conversational, approachable, caring, and 
trustworthy. 
C 24 12 1 0 0 37 4.62 0.55 
7 Values - help shape an academic culture rooted in 
the values of the institution and sponsoring 
congregation 
VH 23 11 2 0 0 36 4.58 0.60 
8 Catholic faith - demonstrate an experiential and 
theological knowledge of the Catholic faith, as 
articulated by Vatican II and subsequent Church 
teaching 
CT 24 10 3 0 0 37 4.57 0.65 
9 Strategic planning - ensure that strategic planning 
and decision-making processes are aligned with the 
institution’s mission, values, and heritage 
VH 24 9 2 0 1 36 4.53 0.84 





5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
10 Listening skills - listen actively to understand, 
analyze, engage, and act 
C 20 15 2 0 0 37 4.49 0.61 
11 Catholic intellectual tradition - demonstrate a 
working knowledge of the Catholic intellectual 
tradition, particularly Catholic social teaching and 
Catholic moral teaching 
CT 21 13 3 0 0 37 4.49 0.65 
12 Creative - think creatively particularly by 
transforming ideas into mission-related programs, 
activities, and other projects that are appealing and 
relevant 
L 18 17 2 0 0 37 4.43 0.60 
13 History and heritage - effectively share the 
history of the university and heritage of the 
sponsoring congregation or group 
VH 19 15 3 0 0 37 4.43 0.65 
14 Hiring & orientation - foster the development of 
human resource systems that include recruiting, 
hiring, and orienting college personnel to engage 
the mission 
O 19 14 4 0 0 37 4.41 0.69 
15 Mentoring - identify and mentor emerging mission 
leaders among the faculty, staff, and administrators 
L 18 14 4 0 0 36 4.39 0.69 
16 Diversity - embrace and engage the diversity of 
individuals and groups on campus (e.g. faculty, 
students, board members) demonstrating an 
understanding of and respect for cultural, 
generational, religious, and other differences 
L 19 12 5 0 0 36 4.39 0.73 
17 Personal belief - express one’s own spirituality and 
faith through action, prayer, and right relationships 
FS 20 11 6 0 0 37 4.38 0.76 
18 Consultative - foster decision-making processes 
that are consultative and transparent 
C 17 16 4 0 0 37 4.35 0.68 
19 Catholic church - demonstrate a genuine 
understanding and familiarity with the Catholic 
Church, especially within the context of the local 
diocese, diocesan leaders, and affiliated 
organizations 
CT 15 19 2 1 0 37 4.30 0.70 
20 Policies - collaboratively develop and support 
appropriate mission-related policies and strategies 
VH 18 14 4 0 1 37 4.30 0.88 
21 Verbal & written skills - convey ideas and 
information clearly, succinctly, regularly, and 
inclusively through verbal and written means 
C 13 21 3 0 0 37 4.27 0.61 
22 Spiritual & faith development - foster and 
facilitate the spiritual and faith development of 
colleagues and students 
FS 17 12 7 1 0 37 4.22 0.85 
23 Sacrament and ritual - understand and value the 
significance of sacrament and ritual in the prayer 
life of the college or university 
FS 11 21 4 1 0 37 4.14 0.71 





5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
24 Contemporary issues - demonstrate familiarity 
with current literature, theories, practices, and 
trends in Catholic higher education 
CT 8 25 4 0 0 37 4.11 0.57 
25 Patience - foster genuine hope, perseverance, and 
patience in the midst of challenges and difficulties 
FS 13 17 6 0 1 37 4.11 0.88 
26 Advocate - promote service to the poor and 
advocate on their behalf, particularly people from 
low socioeconomic backgrounds, under-
represented populations, and/or those with special 
needs 
VH 11 19 6 1 0 37 4.08 0.76 
27 Systemic Thinking* - Mission officers have the 
analytical competencies needed to understand the 
interconnectedness among and between the various 
segments of the college and university and to judge 
strategic points of intersection and impact. 
L 10 21 3 2 1 37 4.00 0.91 
* - Systems Thinking and Interpersonal/pastoral skills were additional competencies added by 
participants in the first round 
 
 
Table 2 – Competencies that achieved consensus ranked by mean (level of importance) and rated 




5 4 3 2 1 N M SD 
28 Interfaith - demonstrate a basic knowledge of 
world religions and their beliefs, traditions, 
and culture, particularly those embraced by 
members of the campus community 
CT 0 2 9 18 8 37 3.86 0.82 
29 Assessment skills - effectively collaborate 
with others to develop quality data-based 
strategies to assess, evaluate, and improve 
mission-integration efforts across campus 
O 1 1 9 20 6 37 3.78 0.85 
30 Organizational skills - employ 
organizational, time management, planning, 
and delegation skills 
O 0 1 13 17 5 36 3.72 0.74 
31 Budgeting - develop long-range budgets that 
creatively and ethically apply fiscal resources 
to the needs and priorities of the office, 
committee, or unit. 
O 0 2 13 19 3 37 3.62 0.72 
32 Technology - effectively utilize technology 
(e.g., email, websites, social networking, video 
clips, podcasts) to foster greater mission 
awareness and integration 
O 1 2 17 15 2 37 3.41 0.80 
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Appendix	  C:	  Mission	  Officer	  Competencies	  and	  Categories	  Competencies	  that	  achieved	  consensus	  subdivided	  by	  competency	  category and ranked	  by	  mean	  (level	  of	  importance).	  The	  competency	  categories	  are	  also	  ranked	  by	  aggregate	  mean	  score	  per	  category.	  	  	  (N	  =	  number	  of	  responses,	  M	  =	  mean,	  SD	  =	  standard	  deviation.	  M	  and	  SD	  are	  based	  on	  the	  following	  five-­‐point	  scale:	  5	  =	  critically	  important,	  4	  =	  very	  important,	  3	  =	  important,	  2	  =	  slightly	  importantly,	  or	  1	  =	  not	  important	  at	  all).	  	  
 
Category	  1	  –	  Leadership	  and	  teamwork	  	  
Mission	  leaders	  bring	  strategic	  direction,	  thinking,	  guidance,	  and	  a	  collaborative	  spirit	  to	  the	  
college	  or	  university	  by	  engaging	  a	  team-­‐approach	  for	  mission	  leadership	  and	  integration.	  
 Competency	   M	   SD	  
Commitment	  -­‐	  demonstrate	  a	  passion	  for	  and	  commitment	  to	  the	  mission	  and	  values,	  giving	  special	  attention	  to	  their	  integration	  within	  the	  core	  elements	  of	  the	  university’s	  identity	   4.78	   0.43	  
Collaboration	  -­‐	  develops,	  enhances,	  and	  sustains	  a	  team	  approach	  to	  mission	  leadership	  that	  is	  flexible	  and	  goal-­‐oriented	   4.68	   0.58	  
Vision	  -­‐	  sees	  clearly	  how	  the	  mission	  can	  be	  integrated	  within	  the	  college	  or	  university	  even	  as	  change	  and	  growth	  occur	   4.63	   0.60	  
Creative/Strategic	  -­‐	  thinks	  creatively	  and	  strategically	  in	  collaboration	  with	  others	  to	  integrate	  the	  mission	  more	  fully	  into	  academic	  programs	  and	  activities	  that	  are	  appealing	  and	  relevant	   4.62	   0.50	  
Diversity	  -­‐	  embraces	  and	  engages	  the	  diversity	  of	  individuals	  and	  groups	  on	  campus	  (e.g.	  faculty,	  students,	  board	  members)	  demonstrating	  an	  understanding	  of	  and	  respect	  for	  cultural,	  generational,	  religious,	  and	  other	  differences	  
4.39	   0.73	  
Mentoring	  -­‐	  identifies	  and	  mentors	  emerging	  mission	  leaders	  among	  the	  faculty,	  staff,	  administrators,	  and	  others	  associated	  with	  the	  university	  (e.g.	  trustees	  and	  members	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation)	  who	  have	  the	  interest	  and	  potential	  
4.29	   0.78	  
Systems	  Thinking	  -­‐	  understanding	  of	  how	  complex	  systems	  and	  organizations,	  interact,	  and	  influence	  others	  within	  their	  organizational	  structures	   4.00	   0.91	  
Aggregate	  score	   4.48	   0.65	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Category	  2	  –	  Communication	  	  
Mission	  leaders	  possess	  and	  effectively	  use	  good	  communication	  skills	  to	  engage	  in	  open	  and	  
honest	  conversation	  and	  discourse	  across	  the	  university	  to	  foster	  and	  engage	  the	  mission.	  	  
Competency	   M	   SD	  
Articulate	  -­‐	  articulates	  the	  mission	  accurately,	  authentically,	  and	  theologically	  to	  internal	  and	  external	  constituencies,	  appropriately	  matching	  message	  to	  audience	   4.81	   0.40	  
Interpersonal	  and	  pastoral	  skills	  –	  engage	  and	  interact	  with	  others	  across	  campus	  in	  a	  pastoral,	  approachable,	  caring,	  and	  trustworthy	  manner	   4.62	   0.55	  
Listening	  skills	  -­‐	  listens	  actively	  to	  understand,	  analyze,	  engage,	  and	  act	   4.49	   0.61	  
Consultative	  -­‐	  fosters	  decision-­‐making	  processes	  that	  are	  consultative	  and	  transparent	   4.35	   0.68	  
Verbal	  &	  written	  skills	  -­‐	  conveys	  ideas	  and	  information	  clearly,	  succinctly,	  regularly,	  and	  inclusively	  through	  verbal	  and	  written	  means	   4.27	   0.61	  
Aggregate	  score	   4.51	   0.57	  	  	  
Category	  3	  –	  Institutional	  Values	  and	  Heritage	  	  	  
Mission	  leaders	  are	  effective	  in	  promoting	  and	  helping	  to	  integrate	  throughout	  the	  campus	  
the	  values	  and	  heritage	  of	  the	  college	  or	  university	  in	  decision-­‐making,	  curricular	  and	  non-­‐
curricular	  activities,	  institutional	  policies,	  and	  strategic	  planning.	  	  
Competency	   M	   SD	  
Values	  -­‐	  helps	  shape	  an	  academic	  culture	  rooted	  in	  the	  values	  of	  the	  institution	  and	  sponsoring	  congregation	   4.58	   0.60	  
Strategic	  planning	  (Conscience	  or	  “boundary	  management”)	  -­‐	  ensures	  that	  strategic	  planning	  and	  decision-­‐making	  processes	  are	  aligned	  with	  the	  institution’s	  mission,	  values,	  and	  heritage	   4.53	   0.84	  
History	  and	  heritage	  -­‐	  effectively	  shares	  the	  history	  of	  the	  university	  and	  heritage	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  congregation	  or	  group	   4.43	   0.65	  
Policies	  -­‐	  collaboratively	  develops	  and	  supports	  appropriate	  mission-­‐related	  policies	  and	  strategies	   4.30	   0.88	  
Social	  Justice	  -­‐	  understands	  and	  applies	  the	  social	  tradition	  of	  the	  Church	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education	   3.96	   0.69	  
Aggregate	  score	   4.36	   0.73	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Category	  4	  –	  Catholic	  Faith	  and	  Tradition	  	  
Mission	  leaders	  demonstrate	  a	  theological	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith	  and	  tradition,	  
particularly	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  Catholic	  higher	  education	  and	  are	  familiar	  with	  the	  diversity	  of	  
religious	  beliefs	  held	  by	  the	  trustees,	  faculty,	  administrators,	  staff,	  students,	  and	  alumni	  of	  the	  
institution.	  	  
Competency	   M	   SD	  
Catholic	  faith	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  an	  experiential	  and	  theological	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  faith,	  as	  articulated	  by	  Vatican	  II	  and	  subsequent	  Church	  teaching	   4.57	   0.65	  
Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  a	  working	  knowledge	  of	  the	  Catholic	  intellectual	  tradition,	  particularly	  Catholic	  social	  teaching	  and	  Catholic	  moral	  teaching	   4.49	   0.65	  
Catholic	  church	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  a	  genuine	  understanding	  and	  familiarity	  with	  the	  Catholic	  Church,	  especially	  within	  the	  context	  of	  the	  local	  diocese,	  diocesan	  leaders,	  and	  affiliated	  organizations	   4.30	   0.70	  
Contemporary	  issues	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  familiarity	  with	  current	  literature,	  theories,	  practices,	  and	  trends	  in	  Catholic	  higher	  education	   4.11	   0.57	  
Ecumenical	  &	  Interfaith	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  a	  basic	  knowledge	  of	  other	  Christian	  denominations	  and	  world	  religions	  and	  their	  beliefs,	  traditions,	  and	  culture,	  particularly	  those	  embraced	  by	  members	  of	  the	  campus	  community	   3.86	   0.82	  
Aggregate	  score	   4.27	   0.68	  	  	  
Category	  5	  –	  Faith	  and	  Spirituality	  	  	  
Mission	  leaders	  effectively	  serve	  as	  role	  models	  in	  living	  out	  the	  mission	  and	  encourage	  and	  
empower	  individuals	  and	  departments	  to	  do	  the	  same.	  	  
Competency	   M	   SD	  
Charism	  -­‐	  demonstrates	  an	  experiential	  knowledge	  of	  the	  charism	  and	  spirituality	  of	  the	  sponsoring	  religious	  congregation	  or	  group	   4.68	   0.58	  
Personal	  belief	  -­‐	  expresses	  one’s	  own	  spirituality	  and	  faith	  through	  action,	  prayer,	  and	  interpersonal	  relationships	   4.38	   0.76	  
Sacrament	  and	  ritual	  -­‐	  understands	  and	  values	  the	  significance	  of	  sacrament	  and	  ritual	  in	  the	  prayer	  life	  of	  the	  college	  or	  university	   4.14	   0.71	  
Patience	  –	  demonstrates	  patience,	  perseverance,	  and	  hope	  in	  the	  midst	  of	  challenges	  and	  difficulties	   4.11	   0.88	  
Symbol	  -­‐	  understands	  and	  articulates	  the	  value	  of	  symbols	  (e.g.	  campus	  art,	  images,	  logos,	  buildings)	  that	  expresses	  the	  institution’s	  mission	  and	  identity	  in	  ways	  that	  words	  and	  rituals	  cannot.	   3.70	   0.72	  
Spirituality	  &	  religion	  –	  demonstrate	  an	  understanding	  of	  spirituality	  and	  religion	  in	  American	  society,	  especially	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  college	  students	  and	  faculty	   3.60	   0.75	  
Aggregate	  score	   4.10	   0.73	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Category	  6	  –	  Organizational	  administration	  	  	  
Mission	  leaders	  have	  the	  administrative	  competencies	  needed	  to	  be	  effective	  contributors	  to	  
the	  college	  or	  university.	  	  They	  understand	  the	  interrelationship	  of	  shared	  beliefs,	  behaviors	  
and	  assumptions	  of	  the	  college	  or	  university.	  	  
Competency	   M	   SD	  
Hiring	  &	  orientation	  -­‐	  fosters	  the	  development	  of	  human	  resource	  systems	  that	  include	  recruiting,	  hiring,	  and	  orienting	  college	  personnel	  to	  engage	  the	  mission	   4.41	   0.69	  
Assessment	  skills	  -­‐	  effectively	  collaborates	  with	  others	  to	  develop	  quality	  data-­‐based	  strategies	  to	  assess,	  evaluate,	  and	  improve	  mission-­‐integration	  efforts	  across	  campus	   3.78	   0.85	  
Organizational	  skills	  -­‐	  employs	  organizational,	  time	  management,	  planning,	  and	  delegation	  skills	   3.72	   0.74	  
Budgeting	  -­‐	  develops	  long-­‐range	  budgets	  that	  creatively	  and	  ethically	  apply	  fiscal	  resources	  to	  the	  needs	  and	  priorities	  of	  the	  office,	  committee,	  or	  unit.	   3.62	   0.72	  
Technology*	  -­‐	  effectively	  utilizes	  technology	  (e.g.,	  email,	  websites,	  social	  networking,	  video	  clips,	  podcasts)	  to	  foster	  greater	  mission	  awareness	  and	  integration	   3.41	   0.80	  
Aggregate	  score	   3.79	   0.76	  	  
	   	  




Appendix	  D:	  Mission	  Officer	  Qualifications	  and	  Prior	  Experience	  
 
 
Note:	  Three	  items	  in	  this	  category	  (faculty	  experience,	  pastoral	  experience,	  and	  doctoral	  
degree)	  did	  not	  achieve	  the	  level	  of	  consensus	  (SD	  <	  1.0).	  
	  
Personal	  qualifications	  and	  experience	   Mean	   SD	  Active	  participation	  in	  a	  faith	  tradition	   4.49	   .73	  Formation	  experience	  in	  the	  sponsor's	  charism	  (e.g.	  retreats,	  seminars,	  or	  other	  formative	  experiences)	   4.14	   .75	  Experience	  with	  diverse	  cultures,	  languages,	  faith	  traditions,	  and	  people	  that	  have	  challenged	  one’s	  own	  experience	  and	  fostered	  greater	  sensitivity	  to	  diversity	  of	  all	  kinds	   3.81	   .84	  Administrative	  experience	  in	  higher	  education	   3.68	   .82	  Faculty	  experience	   3.49	   1.12	  Pastoral	  experience	   3.38	   1.06	  Doctoral	  degree	   3.16	   1.01	  Training	  in	  organizational	  behavior	  and	  development	   3.05	   .78	  
Aggregate	  score	   3.65	   0.89	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My name is Joseph Lehman, and I am a doctoral candidate in the Boston College program of 
Higher Education Administration. In collaboration with Dr. Michael James, Fellow at the Boston 
College Roche Center for Catholic Education, I have been working on a comprehensive research 
project to document and analyze the work of mission officers in Catholic higher education. As 
part of this on-going inquiry I invite you to participate in a study that I am conducting to fulfill 
the requirements of my doctoral studies aimed to identify the professional competencies that can 
be linked to the effectiveness of mission officers in Catholic higher education. 
 
Our earlier research found that there are now more than 130 mission officers serving in Catholic 
colleges and universities and that this number has increased at a significant rate over the last 
decade. However, very little is known about the position’s primary duties and responsibilities or 
the professional competencies (knowledge, skills, and abilities) needed to perform those duties 
and responsibilities proficiently. This research study aims to help fill that gap. 
 
Findings from this study will be used to develop a competency model that mission officers can 
use for self-assessment purposes and for leaders in Catholic higher education to identify and 
evaluate future candidates. A listing of a mission officer’s primary duties and responsibilities 
will also be generated, which could be helpful to institutions seeking to establish or revise the 
position. 
 
You were identified as a potential participant because of your expertise and years of experience 
as a mission officer in a Catholic college or university. This kind of expertise and experience is 
vital to the nature of this research. 
 
To help you understand what participation in this study will involve, here are a few details. The 
study will be divided into two phases. Phase 1 will aim to identify the position’s primary duties 
and responsibilities while Phase 2 aims to identify the competencies needed to perform those 
duties and responsibilities. Each phase will employ an iterative research method known as the 
Delphi technique, which is designed to develop a consensus of opinion among a group of experts 
on a complex topic through a series of two or more survey questionnaires (this study will use just 
two surveys in each phase). 
 
For this reason you will be asked to complete two brief survey questionnaires in each phase. 
Each survey is web-based and should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. All four 
surveys will be delivered via email over a period of approximately 10 weeks. You will be given 
at least 10 days to complete and submit each survey after it has been sent to you. 
 
As a small token of appreciation, participants will receive a $10 Amazon.com gift card following 
the completion of each survey. Participants who complete all four surveys will receive a total of 
$40 in Amazon.com gift cards. In addition, participants will receive a full report of the results of 
the study. 




If you are willing to participate, please click this link to the first-round survey of Phase I and 
Informed Consent Form. 
 
Follow this link to the Survey:  
SurveyLink=Take the Survey} 
 
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
SurveyURL 
 
Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
OptOutLink 
 




Joseph J. Lehman, TOR 
Ph.D. Candidate and Primary Research Investigator 
Boston College 
246 Beacon Street 
Chestnut Hill, MA 02467 
(m) 740.424.4883 
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Thank you for submitting the first-round survey questionnaire. The first-round survey received a response rate of 
slightly more than 80 percent of the sample population. For this I am grateful and hope you will continue to 
participate in this research process as your contribution is very important. Likewise, as in so many other research 
studies, maintaining a robust response rate is vital to the rigor of the findings. 
 
In Delphi studies, feedback from each survey round is also an important element of the research process. For this 
reason, you may be interested to know that responses from the first round reveal a consensus of opinion (or 
collective agreement) regarding the level of importance on 19 of the 22 mission officer duties and responsibilities 
that participants were asked to rank. While this does not necessarily mean these items are the most important duties 
and responsibilities, it does mean that they reached consensus at an early stage. A ranked listing of these duties can 
be found below including a brief explanation on how consensus was measured. 
 
You will also find enclosed below a link to the second-round survey. This brief survey includes three duties and 
responsibilities from the first round that were revised based upon participants' feedback. It also contains five new 
duties and responsibilities that were suggested by participants. As before, you will be asked to rank these items on 
their importance using a 5-point Likert scale. This survey includes instructions to guide you through the process 
which should take no more than 15 minutes to complete. 
 
Follow this link to the Survey:  
SurveyLink=Take the Survey 
 
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
SurveyURL 
 
Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
OptOutLink 
 
If you could complete the survey by Monday, March 28th, that would be most helpful. And if you have any 




Joseph J. Lehman, TOR 
Ph.D. Candidate and Primary Research Investigator 
Boston College 
246 Beacon Street 





The following table is a ranked listing of the mission officer duties and responsibilities that achieved a consensus of 
opinion among participants regarding their degree of importance in the first round. They are listed in order by their 
mean score (m), which was calculated using participant rankings from the 5-point Likert scale. The higher the mean 
score, the more important the duty or responsibility was considered by the participant panel. 
 
As in numerous other Delphi studies, consensus in this study was determined using a standard deviation (sd) of < 
1.00. A sd of 1.00 means that 68% of the participants rated the importance of the duty within one standard deviation 
from the mean score. The smaller the standard deviation, the more narrow the spread of participant’s rankings from 
the mean. In other words, as the standard deviation decreases the participant consensus regarding the importance of 
the duty or responsibility increases. 




Italicized words and phrases reflect minor revisions that were made based upon recommendations from the first 
round. 
 
# Duties and Responsibilities m sd 
1 Board of Trustees - Assists the president in orienting, educating, and updating board members 
regularly on mission matters 
4.76 0.49 
2 Catholic faith & tradition - Fosters efforts to engage the university in a deeper understanding 
and integration of the Catholic faith, Catholic intellectual tradition, Catholic social teaching, and 
Catholic moral teaching 
4.73 0.56 
3 Orientation - Develops and directs initial orientation and ongoing education programs for 
faculty, administrators, staff, and students regarding the university's mission and values 
4.68 0.53 
4 Strategic planning - Engages in strategic planning and decision-making to ensure that it is 
mission-focused 
4.67 0.53 
5 Committees - Participates as a member of key committees (those with highest level decision-
making capacity) 
4.57 0.60 
6 Academic affairs - Collaborates with the vice president of academic affairs, deans, and faculty 
members to integrate the mission within academic disciplines, subject areas, and research 
4.57 0.69 
7 Hiring - Ensures that search and hiring processes for faculty and key administrative positions 
incorporates an awareness of and response to the mission 
4.51 0.65 
8 Programs & events - Oversees and assists in the development and coordination of mission-
related programs and events for both internal and external audiences (e.g. seminars, lectures, 
heritage celebrations, service projects) 
4.41 0.69 
9 Campus ministry - Collaborates with campus ministry to foster the university community's 
religious and spiritual needs and development 
4.41 0.83 
10 Resource - Serves as a resource to the campus community on matters related to mission and 
values 
4.35 0.68 
11 Supervision - Supervises or collaborates with campus ministry and other mission-related 
departments, centers, and institutes 
4.30 0.94 
12 Assessment - Oversees the assessment of mission integration and effectiveness on a regular basis 4.24 0.80 
13 Student affairs - Collaborates with student affairs personnel to help integrate, educate, and 
address issues related to the institution's Catholic identity, mission, and values 
4.24 0.93 
14 Budgeting - Prepares and monitors an annual budget for mission integration 4.08 0.72 
15 Materials - Develops and provides mission-related materials and resources for educational, 
advancement, marketing, and hiring purposes 
4.00 0.85 
16 Reporting - Reports regularly, both orally and in writing, on mission matters 3.97 0.76 
17 Professional development - Attends conferences and reads mission-related literature to learn 
and keep current on contemporary issues and best practices 
3.95 0.97 
18 Networking - Communicates regularly with other mission officers and scholars on mission-
related matters for the purpose of advancing the mission 
3.54 0.87 
19 Environment - Oversees the installation and incorporation of mission-related art and symbols on 
campus 
3.51 0.87 
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  I:	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  Two,	  First	  round–	  Survey	  email	  
Dear _____________, 
 
Thank you again for your participation in this research study investigating the professional competencies associated 
with mission officer's primary duties and responsibilities. The first phase of the study, aiming to identify the 
position's primary duties and responsibilities, is now complete. Twenty-four duties and responsibilities were 
identified and are listed at the bottom of this email if you wish to review them. 
 
Enclosed below is now a link to the first-round survey for Phase 2, which is focused on identifying the broad 
professional knowledge, skills, and abilities, associated with the mission officer position. This survey includes 
instructions to guide you through the process and should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
 
If you could complete the survey by Tuesday, April 19th, that would be most helpful. If you have any questions my 
contact information is listed below. 
 
Follow this link to the Survey:  
SurveyLink=Take the Survey} 
 
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
SurveyURL 
 





Joseph J. Lehman, TOR 
Ph.D. Candidate and Primary Research Investigator 
Boston College 
246 Beacon Street 





The following table is a final ranked listing of the mission officer duties and responsibilities that achieved a 
consensus of opinion among participants regarding their level of importance. They are listed in order by their mean 
score (m), which was calculated using participant rankings from the 5-point Likert scale (5 - critically important, 4 - 
very important, 3 - important, 2 - slightly important, and 1 - not important at all). As in numerous other Delphi 
studies, consensus in this study was determined using a standard deviation (sd) of < 1.00. 
 
 
Duties and Responsibilities m sd 
Board of Trustees - Assists the president in orienting, educating, and updating board members on 
mission matters 
4.74 0.50 
Catholic faith & tradition - Fosters efforts to engage the university in a deeper understanding and 
integration of the Catholic faith, Catholic intellectual tradition, Catholic social teaching, and 
Catholic moral teaching 
4.74 0.55 
Core values - Seeks and fosters concrete ways to highlight and integrate the university's core values 
across the campus 
4.70 0.52 
Orientation - Develops and directs initial orientation and ongoing education programs for faculty, 
staff, and students regarding the university's mission and values. 
4.68 0.53 
Strategic planning - Engages in strategic planning and decision-making to ensure that it is mission-
focused 
4.68 0.53 
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Duties and Responsibilities m sd 
Mentoring - Identifies, develops, and mentors other leaders across the campus to foster and 
increase mission-related programming and integration into their school or department 
4.68 0.53 
President - Supports or staffs the president in all mission-related activities and discussions. (i.e. The 
president always remains the chief mission spokesperson of the university) 
4.64 0.49 
Diversity - Attends to the institution's religious identity in a manner that welcomes and engages 
people from diverse faith traditions, cultures, ideas, and perspectives 
4.59 0.64 
Committees - Participates as a member of key committees (those with highest level decision-
making capacity) 
4.58 0.60 
Academic affairs - Collaborates with the vice president of academic affairs, deans, and faculty 
members to integrate the mission within academic disciplines, subject areas, and research 
4.58 0.68 
Hiring - Ensures that search and hiring processes for faculty and key administrative positions 
incorporates an awareness of and response to the mission 
4.53 0.65 
Liaison - Assists the president in sustaining relationships with external constituencies (e.g. the 
sponsoring religious congregation, local bishop/diocese, and other groups) on mission matters 
4.46 0.61 
Programs & events - Oversees and assists in the development and coordination of mission-related 
programs and events 
4.42 0.68 
Campus ministry - Collaborates with campus ministry to foster the university community's 
religious and spiritual needs and development 
4.42 0.83 
Resource - Serves as a resource to the campus community on matters related to mission and values 4.34 0.67 
Supervision - Supervises or collaborates with campus ministry and other mission-related 
departments, centers, and institutes 
4.32 0.93 
Administrators and staff - Partners with the human resources department to foster greater mission 
integration within the work of managers, administrative assistants, and support staff 
4.30 0.78 
Assessment - Oversees the assessment of mission integration and effectiveness on a regular basis 4.26 0.79 
Student affairs - Collaborates with student affairs personnel to help integrate, educate, and address 
issues related to the institution's Catholic identity, mission, and values 
4.24 0.91 
Budgeting - Prepares and monitors an annual budget for mission integration 4.11 0.73 
Materials - Develops and provides mission-related materials and resources for educational, 
advancement, marketing, and hiring purposes 
4.00 0.84 
Reporting - Reports regularly, both orally and in writing, on mission matters 3.97 0.75 
Professional development - Attends conferences and reads mission-related literature to learn and 
keep current on contemporary issues and best practices 
3.95 0.96 
Web site – Oversees the development and maintenance of web-based resources designed to foster 
the spiritual development of faculty, staff, and students and increase mission integration in 
curricular and co-curricular activities 
3.67 0.89 
Networking - Communicates regularly with other mission officers and scholars on mission-related 
matters for the purpose of advancing the mission 
3.55 0.86 
Environment - Oversees the installation and incorporation of mission-related art and symbols on 
campus 
3.53 0.86 
Fundraising - Supports the president and development office in fundraising efforts to build 
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Appendix	  K:	  Phase	  Two,	  Second	  Round	  –	  Survey	  email 
Dear _____________, 
 
Thank you again for your completion of the previous competency survey and I apologize for the long delay before 
sending this final survey questionnaire. My analysis of the data took longer than planned. 
 
Results from the previous survey questionnaire reveal significant consensus among participants regarding the 
importance (and relevance) of 25 of the 30 competencies you were asked to rate. Various revisions were also 
proposed to improve the nature and wording of a number of competencies. In addition, a few additional 
competencies and personal qualifications were suggested. 
 
Since these revisions and additions are an important aspect of this study's development of a competency model that 
is relevant to mission officers in general, this final survey will ask participants to review these revised and additional 
items to determine if there is consensus regarding them as well. 
Enclosed below is a link to the final survey of this study. This survey questionnaire includes instructions to guide 
you through the process, which should take approximately 20 minutes, or less to complete. 
 
If you could complete the survey by Friday, May 27th, that would be most helpful. If you have any questions my 
contact information is listed below. 
 
Follow this link to the Survey:  
SurveyLink=Take the Survey} 
 
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
SurveyURL 
 





Joseph J. Lehman, TOR 
Ph.D. Candidate and Primary Research Investigator 
Boston College 
246 Beacon Street 
Chestnut Hill, MA 02467 
(m) 740.424.4883 
joseph.lehman.1@bc.edu 
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